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APA-PSIEP Report #18
April, 1968

INFORMATION EXCHANGE AT THE
AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION
ANNUAL CONVENTION AND THE
FUNCTION OF THE CONVENTION
PROCEEDINGS IN SUCH EXCHANGE

A study of innovation in the context of a large scientific meeting

INTRODUCTION

The 1966 annual APA convention set the occasion for a second trial of the APA convention
Proceedings, an innovation introduced in 1965, and for a study — the first since 1963 - of the con~
vention as a whole, Considering firstthe trial of the publication, the APA convention Proceedings
had been designed to offer a low publication-lag, resdily accessible medium of scientific dis~-
semination that would serve both as an alternative to journal publication and as a means for
improving the overall quality of paper sessions at the convention, In the latter regard, it was
hoped that the Proceedings would furnish attendants with information that would promote fruitful
informal discussion and serve as a basis by which attendants could better screen the sessions
in order to locate those in which they had particularly strong interest.

In nearly ail respects, the 1965 trial of the [ roceedings had proved successful; the Proceed-
ings reported work completed as recently as that typically reported at paper sessions; and the
information was made available in a published report, and then through secondary sources,
nearly a year earlier than usual for such disseminations. Tae distribution of the 1965 Proceed-
ings prior to the convention had a profound effect on the interactions at the convention session.
Nearly a half of the attendants of Proceedings-paper sessions had read at lesst one of the papers
presented at the session, and the discussion and questioning from the floor was three times
greater for Proceedings than for Control sessions. While most of the Control attendants had
confined their interactions to seeking a copy of the presentation, attendants of Proceedings
sessions, presumably because of their access to the published Proceedings, sought more spe-
cific information on the substantive content of the paper,

The 1965 Proceedings was distributed free to members of the five APA Divisjons that had
agreed to participate in the trial and to sponsor papers contained within it. The readership fol-
lowing such distribution proved to be very high and much of the reading crossed Divisional
boundaries. Reading proved critical to attendants’ modification of activities in response to the
presentation; modifications were four tines greater for Froceedings-paper attendants who had
read the paper before the paper session than for those who had not read it and twice as great
as for attendants of Control sessions, Interms of the effects of the Proceedings on other media,
the availability of the informaticn in published form was reflected in the reduction in numbers
of requests for copies of the presentation and in the number of persons who actually attended
the presentation. About one quarter of the authors delayed, or decided against, submission of
a manuscript based un their conventionpresentationtoa journal for publication - a most impor-
tant effect of the 1965 Proceedings relative to the entire system of communication in psychology.

The functioning of the Proceedings as a channel of communication depended upon its per-
formance as a rapid means for disseminating research findings and upon its effect on other ele-
ments in the system of dissemination in psychology. In the first regard, the 1965 Proceedings
had functioned well: however, oniy a few of the possible effects of the Proceedings on other ele-
ments in the system of dissemination could be observed in a single year’s trial, It was there-
fore necessary to undertzke a new trial in connection with the 1966 APA annual convention to -
determine how the existen-~e of the Proceedings was affecting events on the convention programs
and other eiements within the system of communication, In addition, a new trial was required
because the first trial was unrealisdc in two major respects, One was that the first year’s
trial involved free distribution~a condition that could not for economic reasons be continued -
and another was that there would be novelty effects with the introduction of any innovation.
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Early Project studies had been concerned with the entire program of events that make up
the APA annual convention and with the distinctive functions of different types of events. More
recent studies had focused upon the paper sessions at the convention and upon the transmission
of current research information. These studies have taken as a basic unit of information the
single experiment typically reported in a contributed paper. Communication acts surrounding
such papers were used to trace the progress of a researcher’s efforts to disseminate informa-
tion and to describe the influence of his study on the efforts of others. In addition, the design
and subsequent trial of the Proceedings have been particularly directed at amplifying the function
and value of the contributed paper sessions.

* A new study of the convention in its entirety was needed in order to reassess the function
of various events on the convention program in light of the introduction of the Proceedings as
an innovation connected with the convention. Apart from this consideration, there was good
reason to once again study the full program of the convention because of the importance of in-
vited addresses and symposia, the latter having been found to be the most productive sources
of valuable information in earlier APA conventions, and because recent methodological im-
provements would permit a better assessment of their function in the flow of research infor-
mation.

In the following year (1967}, the study was partially replicated using only events based upon
the Proceedings. Since no new trends appeared in those data, the results are presented as
Appendix B.

METHOD

The 1966 Proceedings

The publication of the Proceedinge of the 74th Annual Convention of the American Psycho-
logical Association (1966) was envisioned as an intermediate step between a fully supported in-
novation and a self-supporting and established channel of communication. To this end, a sepa-
rate grant proposal was submitted to the National Science Foundation for the deficit financing of
the 1966 Proceedings. The rationale for this proposal was along the following lines: the
Proceedings in 1965 had been entirely supported by a grant and was distributed free to APA mem-
bers. After this successful first trial, the new trial could determine (1) whether the publication
would receive supportin terrs of attracting purchasers from among psychologists and libraries,
la;nd (2) whether the publication would continue to serve its functions under this form of distri-

ution.

While it was important to determine how the publication functioned under these changed
circumstances, it was unrealistic to expect the publication to compete on an equal basis with
established scientific media. For that reason, deficit financing was sought to enable the issu-
ance of the publication at a favorable purchase price. To support the publication of the Pro-
ceedings, NSF Grant GN-505 was awarded in the spring of 1966 and editing of the 1966 Proceed-
ings began., A minor issue in this trial was whether and how the Proceedings could be fit into
the APA publications program as a whole. The earlier 1965 Proceedings had been edited and
redacted entirely by the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology;
the 1966 Proceedings was undertaken as a regular part of the APA publications program,

The changes in the conditions under which the 1966 Proceedings was published resulted in
an entirely different pattern of distribution of the volume, Whereas the 1965 Proceedings had
been distributed free to the 6,700 members of the participating divisions and to 300 libraries
prior to the convention, the timing and extent of the distribution of the 1966 Proceedings were
entirely dependent upon sales of the publication.

Approximately 2,000 copies of the Proceedings were soldprior to the convention. Approxi-
mately S00 copies were sold at the convention and an additional 450 were inadvertently distri-
buted through persons picking them up from the registration areas at the convention, presumably

under the assumption that the publication was free. An additional 1,500 copies were sold be-

tween the end of the convention and the first of the year of 1967. This relatively low distribution,
particularly prior to the conveuicion was reflected at many points in the results of this study.

The Design of the Study :

A sample of convention sessions was selected from among the invited addresses, symposia,
and contributed paper sessions listed in the convention program. The sarnpiing was non-
systematic and included approximately 30% of all sessionson the program, An effort was made
to include at least one sessionfrom each of the 24 APA Divisions and to sample each Division in
proportion to the number of events itsponsoredon the program. A total of 10 invited addresses
(26%, of all addresses), 21 eymposia (12% of all symposia), and 23 contributed paper sessions
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(including 33% of the Proceedings sessions and 22%, of the NonProceedings sessions) were in-
cluded in the sample.

Persons were sampled according to their functions relative to presentations given at the
selected convertion sessions,! (An exception was made witl: regard to paper sessions spon-
sored by the five Divisions participating in the trial of the Proceedings: all Proceedings Authors
were surveyed.) Authors were persons presenting papers, addresses, and presentations in the
sessions sampled. The Authors furnished & list of the names and addresses of persons who
contacted them before, during, or immediately following the convention to obtain either papers
or information on their convention presentation; these people constituted the Requestor sample,
Attendants were persons who attended the selected session and whose names were taken at these
sessions by the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psycholqu.

Procedures and Instruments

The methodology of the present study follows that of earlier Project studies in attempting
to obtain behavioral data on the communication activities of persons who had any contact with
a selected sample of convention events.2 A review of the procedures used in the present study
and of the questionnaire instruments follows:

1) The first public notification as to the contents of the convention occurred in the latter
part of July when the program issue of the American Psychologist and the Proceedings were
published. Shortly before copies of the Proceedings were mailed, all Proceedings Authors re-
ceived the first Author’s questionnaire and a copy of a form on which to report the names of
Requestors. This questionnaire obtained information in the time table of the various processes
leading to the writing of th- Proceedings papers, on the previous dissemination history of the
contents of the paper, on the Author’s plans for further dissemination of the contents of the
paper, on his activities in the same area as that of the paper, and on his highest degree and
most time-consuming work activides.

2) At the convention, each of the sessions in the sample was attended by one or two mem-
bers of the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology. During the
session, the staff member recorded the number of persons hearing each presentation, the
manner in which the presentation was presented (that is, whether it was read or given without
reference to text or notes) and the names of a sample of Attendants for that session.3

3) Following the convention, the second Author’s questionnaire was sent to the Proceedings
Authors, and they were requested to complete that questionnaire and to return the form for
recording the names of Requestors. The second Author's questionnaire obtained information on
the dissemination of the paper between the time the Proceedings was published and the conven-
tion, on the manner in which the session containing the Proceedings paper was managed, on
problems created by that way of running the paper session, on the content of the convention
presentation, on any modifications that resulted from the Authors’ interaction with other con~
vention attendants, and finally on whether the Author had met any persons with whom he planned
to remain in contact, ‘

The Requestor samples were taken from the form furnished by the Authors and they were
sent questionnaires as the Authors returned the forms. Requestors were questioned on their
highest degree, their work activities, the outcome of their requests to the Authors, the effect
of the requested material on their work activities and the activities in their work to which the
requested material was relevant, on their other contacts with the Authors, on the modification
of their work as results of making the request and, finally, on their own activities in the same
area as the paper they requested.

Attendants were surveyed frora samples taken from the lists made by the staff of the Pro -
ect at the time of the convention. The Attendants’ questionnaire covered their degree, area of
specialization and work activities, and their other contacts with the Authors of papers in the

1Whenever the specific samples are referred to in the text, they are capitalized to indicate that the refer-
ence is to a group that is defined as described within this paragraph.

2APA-PSIEP Report #12, ‘‘Theoretical and Methodological Considerations in Undertaking Innovations in
Scientific Information Exchange,’”’ Reports of the American Psychological Association’s Project on
Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology, Vol. 2, December 1965. I

3The staff member attempted to obtain two persons per presentation in symposia aud contributed paper
sessions and to move about the room between papers to avoid sampling groups of friends sitting to-
gether, etc. In the discussion sessions a paper was passed around within each discussion group and
persons were asked to supply their names and addresses. Generally, only one event was scheduled
for the invited address sessions, and the staff member took the names and addresses of 5-10 persons
in each session. A complete list of Attendants was compiled at the end of the convention so as to avoid
surveying persons on more than one session.
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session and with the contents of their papers. The questionnaire also covered Attendants’
activities in the same area as the papers they had attended, any modifications resulting from
hearing the papers or contacts with the Authors, whether they sought some continuing contact
with any particular author, any scientific communication problems they encountered at the con-
vention, whether they received any especially significant information because of attendance at
the convention, and the identity of the convention event that furnished such information,

4) Authors of presentations that did not appear in the Proceedings received one question-
naire following the co.vention that covered the same ground as the two questionnaires the Pro-
ceedings Authors received before and after the convention. These Authors did not receive a re-
questor form but were asked instead to furnish the names and addresses of up to three persons

who had sent in requests to them, Because of the unstructured nature of symposia and addresses,

questionnaires to authors of such presentations included a lengthy section that determined the

background of their convention presentation, including the amount and history of any research
summarized therein,

Rates of Response to the Guestionnaire Surveys and the Respondert Groups

Table I presents data on the response to the surveys of various samples, In this table,
- respondents have been placed in the groups which are most frequently compared within the
~ body of the report. The Authors of symposium presentations and invited addresses constitute
i+ such small samples that they are combined, Because of the method used to generate the sam-
ples and the small number of persons that fall into these samples, Requestors of symposium
presentations and of invited addresses are combined. An additional criterion has been used o
divide the sample of Attendants, A sizable percentage of the Proceedings-paper sessions were
organized as discussion groups. Attendants of these sessions are therefore designated as Dis~
cussion. Attendants and are actually a portion of those persons attending sessions based upon
papers published in the Proceedings.

For simplicity, the respondent groups are referred to in the body of the report as follows:
Proceedings (P) Authors, NonProceedings (NP) Authors, Symposium and Address(S & A)
Authors; Proceedings (P) Requestors, NonProceedings (NP) Requestors, Symposium and Ad-
dress (S & A) Requestors; Proceedings (P) Attendants, Discussion (D) Attendants (note these
persons are attending sessions based upon papers appearing in the published Proceedings),
NonProceedings (NP) Attendants, Symposium (S) Attendants, and Address (A) Attendants,

CHARACTCRISTICS OF RESPONCENT GROUPS

The 1966 study of the convention and Proceedings yielded results on.the characteristics of
the verious samples comparable to those obtainedin earlier Project gtudies. Briefly, respond-
ent groups order themselves with Authors highest, Requestors second, and Attendants third in
educational level and scientific activity. Ameong the Author samples, the Symposium and Ad-
dress Authors, as the authors of invitedoresentations, are the most senior and have the highest
educational levels, o o

Educational Status

Table 1I presents data on the highest academic degrees of the respciidents, The majority of
all samples held the doctorate; the Author samples as a group had the highest percentages of
PhD’s and the Attendant samples as a group had the lowest., The combined samples of Symposium
and Address Authors had the highest percentage (92%) of PhD’'s among all respondents, and
Proceedings Authors and NonProceedings Authors had approximately equal percentages (88%
and 86%, respectvely). Almost three quarters of Requestor samples as a group held the doc-
torate. Among the Attendant samples, those at symposium presentations and invited addresses
had the highest percentages (62% and70%, respectively) with PhD’s, and Proceedings Attendants
had the next highest percentage (60%). Fifty-six percent of the NonProceedings Attendants and
549, of the Discussion Attendants had PhD’s, All Author and Requestor samples and the Address
Attendants exceeded the percentage (65%) of the APA membership holding doctorates,

Symposium and Address Authors had the earliest median year (1952) for receipt of their
highest degree and Address Attendants received their highestdegree in the next earliest median
year (1357). NonProceedings Authors had the next earliest median year (1959), Among the
entire Au ior sample, Proceedings Authors had the latest median year (1962). Proceedings
Attendants had the latest median year (1963) among all samples of respondents. Symposium
Attendants, NonProceedings Attendants, and Discussion Attendants received their highest degree
in the median year of 1960. Proceedings Requestors and NonProceedings Requestors received
their highest degree in the same median year, 1962; Symposium and Address Requestors had
a median date of degree one year earlier. With the exception of Symposium and Address
Authors and Address Attendants, the median date of the highest academic degree are more
recent than the median for the APA membership of about 1957.
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Highest-Degree Speciaities

All samples except Proceedings Authors were asked to name the specialty in which they re-
ceived their highest academic degree. Table Il displays the data on the highest-degree special-
ties of these respondents.4 Specialties of Proceedings Authors were ascertained from the Di-
visional sponsorship of their papers.

The highest-degree specialties in psychology named by the most substantial percentages
of any group of respondents were: clinical; experimental and physiological; social and psycho-
linguistics; andstatistics and psychometrics. By far the greatest percentage (30%) of Symposium
and Address Authors named clinical psychology as their specialty, On the other hand, the spe-
cialdes of NonProceedings Authors were widely distributed over several areas of psychology.
The highest percentage (16%) of NonProceedings Authors had their specialties in experimentai
and physiological psychology, an equal percentage (14%) had their specialties in social psychol-
ogy and psycholinguistics, and statistics and psychometrics; 12% had their specialty in clinical
psychology. While there were no data on the specialties in which Proceedings Authors were
trained, some idea of their current area of specialization could be gathered from the Divisional
sponsorship of their papers in the published Proceedings. Over one half of the 133 Authors in
the sample presented papers in experimental and physiological psychology; 28%, in clinical psy-
chology; 14%, in educational psychology; and 4%, in counseling psychology. '

Proceedings Requestors and Symposium and Address Requestors named clinical psychology
in greater percentages (26% and 31%, respectively) thannamed other specialties, but the highest
percentage (16%) of NonProceedings Requestors named social psychology and psycholinguistics
and the next highest (12%) named clinical psychology.

Symposium and Address Attendants as a combined group named clinical psychology more
frequently (30%) than named other specialties. Symposium Attendants, however, named clinical
psychology in a much higher percentage (33%) than Address Attendants (19%) - reflecting the
sponsorship or joint sponsorship by Division 12 of about half of the Symposium sessions covered,
compared with only one fifth of the Address sessions jointly sponsored by Division 12. The
highest percentage (33%) of Proceedings Attendants named experimental and physiological
psychology as their highest-degree specialty - and this percentage was over twice as great as
that for any other group of Attendants naming that specialty. However, in line with the sponsor-
ship of the discussion sessions by Division 12, Discussion Attendants named clinical psychology
as their specialty by the highest percentage (44%) of all samples of respondents, NonProceed-
ings Attendants named statistics and psychometrics in a higher percentage (15%) than named
any other specialty. ‘

Scientific and Professional Activities P

Table IV shows the percentages of respondents who ranked their scientific and professional
activites first or second in terms of time consumiption. With the exception of Discussion At-
tendants, the majority of whom ranked clinical work as inost time-consuming, the highest per-
centages of all other samples of respondents most frequently ranked research and teaching as
the first and second most time-consuming activities., Comparing the data in this study with the
study of the 1965 Proceedings, we find that the Proceedings Authors ranked their activities in
terms of time consumption in substantially the same percentages. NonProceedings Authors,
however, named clinical work in a much lower percentage (4%) than the percentage (20%) of the
Control Authors in the 1965 study, presumably reflecting the attempt to effect a match between
Proceedings and Control papers in the 1965 study. Attendants at Proceedings papers in the
present study ranked clinical work as time-consuming in a much lower percentage (10%) than
in 1965 (22%).

Proceedings Authors and NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentages (75% each)
of all respondents who ranked research as their first or secord most time-consuming activity;
Proceedings and NonProceedings Requestors had the next highest percentages (72% and 70%,
respectively) who ranked research in this way; and these were followed by Proceedings and
NonProceedings Attendants, of whom 66% and 57%, respectively, ranked research as first or
second most time-consuming, Although the highest percentages of all Symposia and Address
samples also named research as time-consuming, consistently lower percentages of them
- Authors (59%), Requestors (58%), Symposium Attendants (40%), and Address Attendants (45%)-
than the Proceedings or NonProceedings samples ranked research in this way,

Higher percentages of Symposium and Address Authors than other Author samples ranked
administrative work (33%), and writing and editing (19%) as first or second most time-consuming,

4ln general, the pattern of highest-degree specialties of Requestors and Attendants for symposia and in-
vited addresses more closely resembled thatof the Authors of such presentations than in other sampies,
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Compared with all other simples (Discussion Attendents excepted), a considerably higher per-
centage (34%) of Symposium Attendants named clinical work as time-consuming.

The highest percentage (54%) of Discussion Attendants ranked clinical work first or second
in terms of time consumption, The next highest percentage (47%) of these Attendants named
research,

SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATION BASED UPON THE CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS AND THE PUBLISHED PROCEEDINGS

The Contents and Timing of Principal Stages in the Development of
Symposium Presentations and Invited Addresses

In order to understand earlier findingsS on the importance of symposia and addresses in
supplying the information sought at an APA convention and to be able to compare such presenta-
tions with contributed papers, the Authors of symposia and addresses were asked to report on
the nature of the main contents of their presentations and on the history of the research they
reported in their presentations. Table Vshows the nature of the research work that led to these
Authors’ presentations and summarizes the median number of months prior to the convention
when such work was begun and when it could be reported. Almost & quarter of the Symposium
and Address Authors gave a report of a laboratory or field study they had personally conducted
or on which they had collaborated with others. They had begun the research approximately
21-24 months prior t, the convention and compieted the research to the point of being able to
give a detailed informal report of the results and their interpretations to a group of colleagues
about 5-8 months before the convention,

One fifth of these Authors (20%) reported that their research was a review or synthesis of
a series of studies they had personally conductedor on which they had collaborated. They began |
research on the earliest studies of the series about 6 years before the convention and began re-
search on the most recent of the studies about a year before the convention (9-12 months). The
approximate median date at which these Authors estimated that the most recent study in the
series had reached a stage at which they could give a detailed informal report was 5-8 months
before the convention.

Among the 11% of these Authors who made a review or synthesis of a series of studies in
which they had conducted or collaboratedononly a portion of the studies, the approximate median
date for beginning research work on the earliest of their own studies was again about 6 years
earlier (72-75 months) - the same as for those who conducted an entire series of studies, How-
ever, the date wh-n they began research work on the most recent of their studies within the
series was about 4 months earlier (mdn interval = May-August 1965) than for those who had con-
ducted an entire series and the date when research work on the most recent study was completed
was about 4 months later (mdn interval = May-August1966). Finally, the same percentage (11%)
of Sym.posium and Address Authors gave a reviewor a synthesis of a series of studies in which
they bad not participated at all as active researchers.

The highest percentage (34%) of Symposium and Address Authors gave a report that did not
fit into any of the categories included on the questionnaire and described above, Because such
a surprisingly high percentage of these Authors foundno way of relating their work to a specific
study or a review of a study, the attempt to ascertain the content of their research and the
timing of the principal stages in its development proved largely unsuccessful. Eleven of the
24 Authors who failed to categorize their presentations reported on some type of clinical work,
three described facilities for research, and two dealt with the role of the history of psychclogy
in the university curriculum; the work reportedby the remainder was widely distributed across
areas of specialization. The typical reportcategorizedby the author as falling into this ‘‘other"’
category seems to cover some broad theoretical issue or to be a ‘‘thought piece’’ taking off
from a clinical experience. UDespite the apparent discursiveness of these presentations, they
had been disseminated prior to the convention in various forms about as frequently as other
symposium and address presentations. They were less frequently scheduled for later publica-
tion than symposium and address presentations dealing with the author’s research (80, for
studies; 799, for reviews of research including author’s; 61%, ‘‘other’’) - but slightly more fre-
quently so scheduled than reviews not touching upon the author’s research (56%).

SAPA-PSIEP Report #4, ‘‘Convention Attendants and Their Use of the Convention as & Source of Scientific
Informedon,’”” Reports of the American Psychological Association’s Project on Scientific Information
Exchange in Psychology, Vol, 1, December 1963.
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Timing of the Principal Stages In the Development of
Proceedings Papers and NonProceedings Papers

Authors of Proceedings papers began the resesrch work on their papers (see Thble V) at
& median date of January, 1965 (17-20 months prior to the convention) - almost 4 months later
than the median date when work was begun by Authors of symposium presentations and invited
addresses who reported on a laboratory experiment or fieid study. However, the median date
on which Proceedings Authors felt they couldhavegiven a rather complete report on their work
was almost 4 months earlier: September, 1965 (9-12 months prior to convention). These

Authors began writing the first draft of the manuscript for their papers at & median interval
of 4-8 months prior to convention.

The median interval on which NonProceedings Authors began work that led to a specific
paper (see Table V) was May-August, 1965 — over 4months later than Proceedings Authors began
such work, The median interval at which the work had reached a stage that they could have
given a rather complete informal presentation of the main contents of the paper was January-
May, 1966 - almost 4 months later than the date estimsted for the same kind of report by Pro-
ceedings Authors. One third of these Authors reported that the work on their paper was not
completed by the time of the convention, =

The Proceedings Authors’ earlier beginning of the research work that led to their presenta-
tion, the earlier date at which they could make an informal report of their research, and the
percentage (33%) of the NonProceedings Authors who repc.ted that the research work on their
presentadon was incomplete at the time of the convention all contrasted with the 1965 trial in
which Proceedings and NonProceedings Authors arrived at the sam.e stage at about the same
times. The 1965 trial of Proceedings may have caused Authors planiting Proceedings publica-
tion to adjust their research schedules to meet the deadline with time to spare,

‘Dissemination of Main Contents of Convention Presentations

Prior to Convention. Ingeneral, considerably higher percentages of Symposium and Address
Authors than other Author samples reported that the main contents of their presentations had
been given in one or more oral forms and had appeared in written form as a book or part of a
book., Proceedings Authors reported more frequently than other Author samples the previous
appearance of their work in a dissertation or thesis, and NonProceedings Authors reported in
a higher percentage the appearance of their work in a technical r=port,

Table VI shows the percentages of Authors who reported the dissemination of the main con-
tents of their papers in oral or written form prior to the convention. Over one half (51%) of
the Symposium and Address Authors reported that che main contents of their presentation had
" 8ppeared in a form other than as a convention presentation, and they reported equally fre-
quently (30%) that it had appeared in written form and oral form. Those presentations whose
contents were in written form had appearedfrom 1962 to 1965 and the greatest percentage (17%)
of these Authors reported they were published as a book or part of a book and only 3% that they
were nublished as a dissertation or thesis. The oral presentations had been made between 1962
and 1965, but the majority hadbeenmade in 1965 and the highest percentages of these were pre-
sented at an invited conference (10%), at colloquia inside and outside the author’s employing
institution (13%), and on ‘‘other’’ occasions (10%).

Almost one half (47%) of the Proceedings Authors reported that the main contents of their
papers had appeared in a form other than as a convention presentation prior to the convention,
Of the 32% who reported they appeared in written form, none reported publication as a book or
part of a book; the greatest percentage (26%,) reported publication as a d;ssertation or thesis ~
a pattern quite different from that of- Symposium and Address Authors, Less than 20%, of the
Proceedings Authors had presented the contents of their papers previously in oral form. Over
a third (39%) of Proceedings Authors had sent out a median of 7-9 copies of prepublication
copies or preprints of their Proceedings paper. In addition, when questioned following the con-
vention, 10% of Proceedings Authors reported that the contents of their paper had appeared be-
tween July 1966, when the Proceedings was published, and the time of the APA ccavention in
September 1966. Six percent reported the contents appeared in written form, 24, that they ap-
peared in oral form.

Forty-one percent of the NonProceedings Authors reported that the main coatents of their
presentations had appeared in a form other than as a convention presentation. Of these, 379,
had appeared in written form and 16% had been presented orally, The highest percentage (22%,)
in written form were as technical reports; 16% appeared in an unspecified form; 12% in a dis-
sertation or thesis; but none had appeared as a book or part of a book,

The Presentation at the Convention, In describing what happened At the session in which
their papers were scheduled, almost one half (46%) of the Proceedings Authors reported that
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they presented their own papers; about a quarter (26%) that the paper session was divided into
discussion groups, each group surrounding the author(s) of a single paper; and 29% that they
gave short summaries of their paper and then questions followed from the floor, Over three
quarters of the Proceedings Authors reported that their presentation (and/or discussion)
covered material not contained in the published paper. Almost 30% included related experiments
and more data, and 10% included a discussion of theoretical aspects and background, gave a
more complete introduction and discussion, or described more implications. The Proceedings
Authors attracted an average of 32 attendants. Staff members attended 18 discussion sessions
surrounding Proceedings Authors; the average number of persons attending each discussion
was 16. NonProceedings Authors attracted approximately 56 attendants in the sessions covered.
Syn;‘pocu:;o and invist;d addresses attracted many more attendants; the average number hearing
each a r was 153,

Planned Dissemination. The plans of Authors for the publication of the main contents of
their presentations after the convention indicate the effect that the publication of their papers
in the Proceedings had on the future publication plans of Proceedings Authors. As in the earlier
study of the 1965 g;rocidllg_\gg. considerably lower percentages of Proceedings Authors than
NonProceedings Authors planned to publish their convention papers, the largest reductions oc-
curring with regard to journal articles and technical reports.

- Publication plans for the content of convention papers appear in Table VI, Over two thirds
(69%) of the Symposium and Address Authors had specific plans to publish the main contents of
their presentations. Aboutone half (49%) plannedpublication as a journal article and 30%, planned
publication in a book or partof abook, The median date at which they began or planned to begin
writing their presentation for publication was 4 months prior to the conventon, and their actual
or planned median date for submitting the contents of the presentation for publication was just
after the convention (1-4 months). About 30% had no specific current plans for publishing the
main contents of their paper; 20% planned some future publication in combination with other
work; 10% had no such plans. For those who had no specific plans for publication, but who ex-
pected some future publication in combination with other work, the median time of submission
for publication was estimated as 12 months following the convention. The highest percentages
named additional material (7%), further research in the same area (3%), and more compiete
data and more analysis (3%) as the nature of the additional work; 14% named a journal and 10%,
named a book as the likely medium of publication.

Sixty-eight percent of the sample of Proceedings Authors had specific plans for publishing
the main contents of their paper; 65% did not plan to submit a version identical to the Proceed-
ings paper. Among the principal changes they planned to make, the highest percentage (21%)
named the inclusion of related experiments and more data; the next highest (17%), more detailed
analysis of dats, interpretation, and croas-validation; and the next highest percentage after that
(14%,), more complete introduction, discussion, and implications. The highest percentage (62%)
among those with specific plans for publication planned to prepare a journal article, The median
time at which they began or planned to begin writing up the main contents of their paper was
4 months prior to the convention; the actual o1 expected median time of submission for publica-
tion was just after the convention (1-4 months).

Thirty percent of the Proceedings Authors had no specific plans for publication of the main
contents of their paper; 18% expected some future publication in combination with other work,
12%, had no such plans, Thehighestpercentage (12%) planned to submit for publication a journal
article and the next highest percentage (11%) planned to include additional related material and
more data, The median date on which they expected to submit for publication was 1-4 months
after the convention, Fourteen percent of the Proceedings Authors with no specific current
plans to publish stated that the publication of their papers in the Proceedings had an effect on
their decision not to publish immediately and the highest percentage (10%) stated that ‘‘Proceed-
ings publication was enough.”’

NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentage (86%) among all Author samples who
planned specifically for future publication of the main contents of their convention presentations.
The highest percentage (80%) expected the material to be published in a journal article and 229,
named a technical report as the format of publication. The median time at which these Authors
began or planned to begin writing their material for publication and their actual or expected
time of submission for publication was the same: 1-4 months after the convention. Fourteen
percent of NonProceedings Authors had no current and specific plans for publication; of these,
10% anticipated some future publication in combination with other work; 4% had no plans what-
soever (an additional 2% of NP Authors failed to complete the question). Those who planned
publication in combination with other work named additional material, a replication of the study
and more complete data and more analysis as the nature of the additional work; and a scientific
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journal as the likely medium for publication, The estimated median time of submission for pub-
lication was 4-8 months after the convention,

Requests for Convention Presentations and the Outcome of Such Regquests

The Proceedings Authors had a median number of 7-9 requests (N=112) for copies of their
presentations and they distributed an average of 25 copies of their convention papers in addition
to copies given out to persons who specifically requested copies (the majority of Proceedings
Authors reported that the former were persons on the author’s own personal distribution list),
About 24%, of the Proceedings Authors also sentout a few copies of another report that contained
the contents of their manuscript and slightly fewer sent specific information soughtby requestors.

In reporting on the relevancy of the paper requested to their work activities, by far the
highest percentages of Requestors of each category of papers named research: 78%, of Non-
Proceedings Requestors; 73% of Proceedings Requestors; and 49% of Symposium and Address
Requestors, The next highest percentages of NonProceedings Requestors (18%) and Proceed-
ings Requestors (14%) named teaching, but the next highest percentage (23%) of Symposium and
Address Requestors named clinical work as their activity to which the paper was most relevant.

In inquiries to the Author sample about their papers, nearly all (98%) Requestors asked for
a copy of the paper itself. Over two thirds (67%) of the entire Requestor sample made their in-
quiry following the convention, about one quarter (24%) made it prior to the convention, and
only 7% made it at the convention itself, but a somewhat lower percentage (1 5%) of Symposium
and Address Requestors than other Requestors made their inquiry before the convention and a
somewhat higher percentage (77%) inquired after the convention. When Requestors were asked
about the outcome of their request for a copy of the presentation, almost one half (47%) of all
Requestors reported they had both received and used a report of the research; about a third
(34%) that they had received a report but had not had time to refer to it; and 139, that they had
received neither a copy of the article nor any other report of the work. Proceedings Requestors
reported the lowest percentage (9%) of Requestors not having received a copy of the article or
any other report; NonProceedings Requestors had the highest percentage (20%,) among all Re-
questors for non-receipt of the requested material.

Requestors’ Interactions with Authors in Addition to
Requesting a Copy of the Paper

Almost 30% of the entire Requestor sample hadhad or planned to have interactions with the
author of the presentation instead of, or in addition to, requesting a report of the content of a
particular paper. There were minor differences on this measure among groups (31%, P Re-
questors; 28%, S & A Requestors; and 24%, NP Requestors), Table VIII shows the types and pur-
poses of such interactions. A higher percentage (13%) of Proceedings Requestors than other
Requestors reported that the purpose of their contact with the author that had already occurred
was to request reports of his future work, and a higher percentage (14%) also planned to contact
the author for this purpose. With that exception, the percentages of Requestors naming each
purpose for having had or having planned interactions with authors were small and roughly
equal across the Requestor groups,

About one third (35%) of the entire Requestor sample had correspondence with the author of
the paper following the convention. The contact that the next highest percentage (19%) of the
entire Requestor sample had with authors was in attending the convention session at which the
paper was presented or discussed, buta muchhigher percentage (34%) of Symposium and Address
Requestors than other Requestor samples had this kindof contact and a considerably higher per-
centage (15%) of these Requestors than other Requestor samples met with the author at the end
of the session. Another difference inthe percentages of Requestors who reported various types
of contacts with authors was in the slightly higher percentage (18%) of Proceedings Requestors
than Symposium and Address Requestors (11%) and of NonProceedings Requestors (14%) who
reported correspondence with the author prior to the convention,

Attendants’ interactions with Authors and with the
Content of the Author’s Presentation

The persons sampled in the convention sessions, i.e., the various Attendant groups, had
a wide range of interactions with the Authors and with the content of their presentations before,
during, and following the convention, This section describes these interactions and is intended
to lay a baseline for later examining the effects of the convention presentation on the Attendants’
work. While Attendants are presentat the time of presentation, their reading of convention pres-
entations and other contacts with the presentations are critical to the cumulative effect of the
presentation and to the author’s work upon their own work.

Attendants’ Reading of Convention Presentations, Attendants were asked to report on
whether they had read any of the papers presented at the sessions they attended (Table IX).
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Twelve percent of Symposium Attendants read a written version of at least one of the presenta-
tions, about an equal percentage (6% and 7%, respectively) doing such reading before and after
the convention. A somewhat lowcr percentage (8%) of Address Attendants read a written version
of the address - 6%, before the ccnvention, 4% following the convention. In contrast, over one
half of the Proceedings Attendants read a written version of at least one of the papers in the
session they attended - 25%, having done so before the convention when such reading would assist
in planning for convention attendance and interaction with authors and 39% read a written version
after the convention. About one third of the NonProceedings Attendants read a written version
of at least one of the papers in greater percentages after the convention (22%) than before (15%).
By far a greater percentage (78%) of Attendants at discussion sessions than Attendants at paper
sessions read a written version of the paper presented at the session and, like Proceedings and
NonProceedings Attendants, a greater percentage of them read the paper after (44%) rather
than before the convention (39%).

Of particular interest is the lower amount of reading by Attendants of the published Pro-
ceedings prior to the convention than after it. This fact is probably a consequence of the smaller
distribution of the Proceedings prior to the convention and affects events occurring at and sub-
sequent to the convention. A second finding of importance arises in the data on Discussion
Attendants., Apparently this type of session motivates Attendants to be both diligent in prepar-
ing to attend the session and to have sufficiently greater interest following the session tv pursue
further interactions with the author and to read the Proceedings paper.

Attendants’ Interactions with Authors. Table X shows the types and purposes of the Attend-
ants’ interactions with Authors relative to the convention presentations and the total number of
Attendants in each group planning or having contact with at least one author in the session at-
tended. The more striking findings to emerge in these data are the distinctive patterns of pur-
poses offered for the Discussion Attendants’ interaction with Authors and the frequent and
diverse types of interactions they actually had or planned to have with Authors. Among the re-
maining groups, there were relatively small differences (32% to 44%) in the percentage of per-
sons having or planning contact with at least one author in the session and in the purposes and
types of contact. The most common reason for Discussion Attendants contacting the author
was to clarify some point in his repirted research (46%); in all other groups the most common
purpose was to request a copy of the paper. The most frequent type of contact, for all Attendant
groups except Discussion Attendants, was correspondence following the convention. The Discus-
sion Attendants, as one might expect, most frequently contacted the author by a question from
the floor of the session.

One difference among the Attendant groups shouid be noted: Proceedings, NonProceedings,
and Symposium Attendants were sampled in sessions containing many presentations, not all of
which would be of great interestto them. In contrast, Address and Discussion Attendants usually
attended a single event (there were afew sessions scheduling double invited addresses) that they
had chosen as being of interest to them. Therefore, when percentage data are based upon total
numbers of persons hearing presentations, the percentages of Proceedings, NonProceedings,
and Symposium Attendants who contacted authors may be low because of their forced attendance
of presentations following or preceding those presentations in which they were primarily in-
terested,

The large average number of attendants at address sessions (153) would be expected to in-
hibit informal interactions. However, Address Attendants surprisingly report a greater amount
of activity than any other Attendants except Discussion Attendants in the convention session, and
a greater amount of this activity than inother groups except Discussion Attendunts was directed
toward substantive issues, clarifying points in the reported research, or requesting information
not in the report,

Questions to Proceedings and NonProceedings Authors
from the Floor of the Convention Session

Additional data on the amount of interaction with the authors in the session were obtained
by the Project staff monitoring Proceedings and NonProceedings sessions. In each session,
the number of questions directed to each author was counted; Table XI presents these data and
data for the control group in the 1965 trial of the Proceedings (APA-PSIEP Report #16, ‘‘Inno-
vations in Scientific Communication in Psychology’’). Apparently the very limited distribution
of the 1966 Proceedings prior to the convention reduced this measure of interaction virtually
to a control level - all three groups of Authors having nearly identical distributions in terms of
the number of questions they received from the floor of the session,
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RESPONDENTS’ INVOLVEMENT N SUBJECT-MATTER
AREA OF PRESENTATIONS

Table XII shows the activities in which the respondents were involved in the subject-matter
areas of the presentations at the sessions sampledin the study, The table shows the nature and
extent of each group’s invc:'’ementboth prior to and at the time of the convention, As previously
found in earlier conventivn studies, Authors tended to report the greatest involvement in the
area of the presentation, and Attendants were the least active. The overall percentages (not
shown in the table) of NonProceedings Requestors and Attendants who reported any previous or

current activity in the area of the paper were greater than those of other groups of Requesturs
and Attendants,

All groups of respondents most frequently reported involvementin research activity. Non-
Proceedings Authors and Requestors were more active than other Author or Requestor groups
in conducting research both before and at the time of the convention; Address and Discussion
Attendants reported more activity in conducting research than other Attendant groups, Sym-
posium and Address Authors and Requestors were more active in clinical or applied work at
the time of the convention than other Author or Requestor groups, but Discussion Attendants
(in line with Division 12 sponsorship of the sessions) were more active among Attendant groups
in clinical or applied work,

Although Symposium and Address Authors were slightly more active prior to the conven-
tion than other Authors in publication of a journal article, NonProceedings Authors reported
more activity than other Author groups in preparingan article for publication at the dme of the
convention. Discussion Attendants were more active than other Attendant groups in being cur-
renty involved in preparing a manuscript for publication,

Authors

Almost two thirds (65%) of the Symposium and Address Authors had previously conducted
research in the same subject-matter area as their presentation and over one half (55%) of
them had made an oral presentation in the subject-matter area at a regional or national conven-
tion or had published a journal article. Thirty-one percent had made some other type of report
and only 10% had done a thesis or dissertation in the area. Over half (51%) of them were cur-
rently conducting research in the area of their presentation, 329%, were planning to conduct re-
search, and 31% were preparing a manuscript for a journal article. About a quarter of these
Authors were involved in clinical or applied work, or directing or supervising research in the
area; almost 40%, were teaching a course in it.

Before the convention, 68% of Proceedings Authors reported they had previously conducted
research in the same subject-matter area as their presentation; the next highest percentage
(41%) reported involvement in publication of a journal article, Like the Symposium and Address
Authors, few (13%) reported having done a thesis or dissertation in the area. After the conven~
tion, two thirds of the Proceedings Authors reported that they w-re currently conducting re-
search; one half reported they were preparing a manuscript for & journal article, and 39% that
they were planning to conduct research in the area,

NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentage (88%) among all Author samples of
those who had previously conducted research on the same subject as their convention paper,
Over half (55%) hadmade anoral presentationin the same area at a national or regional conven-
ton, almost half (49%) had published a journal article in the area, and 29% had made some other
type of report, In contrast with percentages of Authors of other kinds of papers, a higher per-
centage (20%) of NonProceedings Authors had done their thesis or dissertation in the area,
Among their current activities, the highest percentage (73%) of NonProceedings Authors were
conducting research, and the next highest percentage (59%,) were preparing a manuscript for a
journal article in the same subject-matter area as their presentation, Almost half (49%) were
planning to conduct research in the area.

Requestors

Over three quarters of the NonProceedings Requestors hadbeen or were active in the same
area of work described in the paper requested; a slightly lower percentage (68%) of Proceedings
Requestors indicated activity in the same area, and an even lower percentage (58%) of Symposium
and Address Requestors did so. Although Requestors of all types of presentations reported in
' higher percentages than in other activities their previous involvement in conducting research,
NonProceedings Requestors had a substantially higher percentage (62%) so involved. A higher
percentage (23%) of Proceedings Requestors and NonProceedings Requestors (22%) than Sym-
posium and Address Requestors (8%) had previously made an oral presentation in the same sub-
Ject-matter area at & regional or national convention, and higher percentages of Proceedings
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Requestors (14%) and NonProceedings Requestors (20%) thanSymposium and Address Requestors
(2%) had done a thesis or dissertation in the area. Over twice as many NonProceedings Re-
questors (54%) and Proceedings Requestors (49%) than Symposium and Address Requestors
(23%) were currently conducting research in the same area as the presentation. Thirty-seven
percent of the Symposium and Address Requestors were currently involved in clinical or applied
work - a higher percentage than were involvedin any other way and than other types of Request-
ors. About a quarter of the entire Requestor sample were preparing a manuscript for journal
publication and over one third were planning to conduct research. It is noteworthy that, whereas
a higher percentage (20%) of NonProceedings Requestors than Proceedings Requestors (14%)
had previously done their dissertation or thesis in the area of work covered in the paper, a

higher percentage (12%) of Proceedings Requestors were currently involved in a dissertation or
thesis in the area.

Attendants

Sixty-nine percent of the Symposium Attendants and70%of the Address Attendants reported
current or former activity in the same area of work described in the presentations. Consistently
higher percentages of Address Attendants than Symposium Attendants had been active in all
previous reported activities and, with one exception, considerably higher percentages of Ad-
dress Attendants were currently active in allkinds of reported activities in the area of the pre-
sentation, The only kind of activity in which equivalent percentages (17%) of Symposjium At-

;;nglants and Address Attendants (16%) were active was involvement in clinical ‘or applied work
e area.

Seventy-one percent of the Proceedings Attendants were or had been active in the same area
of work described in the presentation. Twenty=-two percent had previously conducted research
in the area, but iess than7%hadmade an oral presentation at a convention, published an article,
or done a dissertation or thesis in the area, Fourteen percent of these Attendants were cur-
rently active in conducting reseaich or teaching a course in the area; only 4% were involved in
clinical or applied work,

Seventy-eight percent of the NonProceedings Attendants were or had been active in the
same area as the presentation. Three times as many of them (21%) had previously conducted
research in the area than had been involved in any other activity. Slightly higher percentages
of these Attendants were currently conducting research (14%), planning to conduct research
(16%), or involved in clinical or applied work (13%) than in other types of activities.

Although a somewhat lower overall percentage (66%) of Discussion Attendants than other
Attendant groups were or had been active in the same area as the presentation, greater per-
centages of them tended toward activity in most types of involvement than other Attendant
groups. Exceptions to this were the higher percentages of Address Attendants than Discussion
Attendants involved in making an oral presentation, publishing a journal article, or currently
planning to conduct research in the area. The percentage (41%) of Discussion Attendants who
had previously been active in conducting research in the area was considerably higher than
that of other Attendant groups. :

MODIF ICATIONS OF SCIENTIFIC WORK RESULTII‘G FROM CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS AND THE INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING SUCH PRESENTATIONS

An earlier study (APA-PSIEP Report #12, ‘‘Theoretical and Methodological Considerations
in Undertaking Innovations in Scientific Information Exchange’’) showed that it was possible to
make two broad generalizations about the occurrence of modification as the result of the inter~
actions surrounding the convention participants and their presentations. First, the type of activi-
ties that the convention attendant undertakes to make contact with the author and his presenta-
tion can be broadly divided into more active, as e.g., both requesting a report and attending the
séssion at which the presentation based on the report was given, and less active, as e.g., merely
sitting through the convention presentation. Persons whohave undertaken the more active types
of contacts generally tend to be more likely to modify their ongoing work activities in the area
of the presentation (APA-PSIEP Report #12, p. 157). Second, attendants who were active in re«
search in the same area as the presentation were more likely to find a portion of the presenta-
tion of value to them and more likely to modify their ongoing activities in the area of the pre-
sentation (APA-PSIEP Report #12, p. 162 ff.).

Several findings in that reportand in a subsequent report (APA-PSIEP Report #16, ‘‘Innova-
tions in Scientific Communicaton in Psychology’’) diverge from these generalizations. First of
all, the Authors respondent group was reasonably high in terms of modifications in new work
in the area of the presentation and in planning to start new work in the areas of the presentation,
but rather low in the modification of research currently being conducted (APA-PSIEP Report
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#12). In contrast, both Authors groupe in APA-PSIEP Report #16 were relatively low in report-
ing modifications in their work compared with other respondent groups. These findings are of
interest because, in general, the Author respondent groups are the most actively engaged in re-
search and take a most active part in the convention interaction, or, at least, are likely to have
a great number of queries directed toward them whatever their own participation may be. APA-
PSIEP Report #16 did not report a separate analysis of the Attendants of discussion sessions.
As already seen in earlier portions of the present report, persons in this respondent group were
especially active in interacting with the author and the data for these persons are accordingly
of particular interest in terms of gaining a better understanding of the basis of modification in
scientific work.

in three sections below. In the first section, the data are related to the respondents’
activides in a series of flow charts comparable to those used in APA-PSIEP Reports #12 and
#16. The second section describes the number of persons modifying their work activites and
the nature of the modifications. The third section attempts an analysis of the factors associated
with moditications in the Requestor and Attendant groups.

Modifications of the Respondents Ongoing Work Activities
in the Same Area as the Presentation

Symposium and Address Respondent Groups, Figure 1 presents the data on the respondent
groups involved with the selected symposia and invited addresses. It is evident that the groups
most frequently modifying their ongoing activities were the Authors. These persons are very
frequently engaged in ongoing activities in the same area of presentation and in each activity
report a higher percentage of modifications than any other Symposium and Address respondent
group. The only other cases in which 20% or more of the persons engaged in an activity in a
respondent group report modifications are the Symposium Attendants doing clinical and applied
work, the Address Attendants conducting research and the Address Attendants involved in
clinical and applied work. Reading of the open-end responses as to the nature of the modifica-
tions suggests that the high percentage of Symposium and Address Authors reporting modifica-
tion in research planning was the result of being stimulated to undertake an entirely new study
by the discovery of a new technique or procedure in that arca of interest. The wording of the
questionnaire item would not generally permit a determination of status of the persons whose
interactons with the authors led to modification, butin several instances Authors indicated that
a modification was the result of Authors’ interacting with one another.

Data on the modifications in the respondents’ work activities are presented and dizc?goed
ing

Proceedings Respondent Groups. Figure 2 displays thedata on modification of ongoing ac-
tivides for the respondent groups who were involved in those interactions surrounding papers
published in the convention Proceedings. The most striking feature of the figure is the high
percentage of modification in most ongoing activities which occurred among Attendants of dis-
cussion sessions. A high percentage of Proceedings Authors (39%) were planning to conduct
research and 39% of these persons modified their plans. High percentages of the persons plan-
ning to conduct research and involved in applied work among the Proceedings Requestors also
planned to modify their work in theareaof the presentation. As already mentioned, the Discus-
sion Attendants reported a large number of modifications; however, the number of modifications
in currently conducted research is the same as that for the Proceedings Attendants (17% in
each case). Nevertheless, the most interesting finding is, despite the smaliness of the group,
the high percentage of Discussion Attendants modifying some aspect of their work in the area of
the presentations. :

NonProceedings Respondent Groups, Figure 3 presents dataon the modification of ongoing
activites for the NonProceedings respondent group. This figure shows the high percentage of
Authors, as compared to other NonProceedings groups, that report modifications in their on-
going work. These modifications are reported both in currently conducted research (27% of
authors so engaged) and in planned research (36% of authors so engaged), Convention inter-
actions apparently also have a substantial effect on NonProceedings Attendants’ current re-
search (26% modifying) and on their plans to conduct research (15% modifying).

Some Comparisons Among 1965 and 1966 Proceedings Respondent Groups and Control
Respondent Groups. Figures 4 and 5 present data on the 1965 trial of the Proceedings that are
comparable to the data on the 1966 trial of the Proceedings as presented in Figures 2 and 3.
With regard to the 1965 Proceedings data (Figure 4}, it is evident that the points at which most
modification occurred - Proceedings Authors planning to conduct research, Proceedings Re-
questors planning to conduct research and being involved in clinical and applied work - are in
three cases the same as the points at which most modifications occurred in the Proceedings
respondents group in the 1966 trial. (There were a considerable number of modifications in the
ongoing aciivities of the Immediate Reader group of the 1965 trial. However, no surveys could
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be made of a comparable groupinthe 1966 trial.) The 1965 Control groups show a low percent-
age of modifications relative to the NonProceedings respondent group in the 1966 trial. The
only substantial percentage of modifications occurred among the Control Requestors planning
to conduct research; 23%, of requestors reporting this activity planned to modify their research.
As pointed out in the report of the 1965 trial, no substantial differences were found between the
Attendants of the Proceedings presentations and the Attendants of the Control presentations in
terms of modifications of work. This finding was discussed in the original report of the study
(APA-PSIEP Report #16) and seemed to reflect two facts: first, the effects of the amount of
reading which occurred among Proceedings Attendants (if the attendant read the presentation,
he was more likely to make modifications than were Control Attendants; if he failed to read
the presentation, he was less likely) and second, there was a very high degree of interaciion
and discussion in some of the Control sessions sampled in new APA Divisions. In the 1966 trial
the Discussion Attendants were clearly superior to NonProceedings Attendants, but no special
advantage accrued to Proceedings Attendants in terms of the percentage modifying their work
as a result of the interactions surrounding these presentations of Proceedings papers which
they attended. ‘ ;

In general, these data tend to support the two generalizations made in APA-PSIEP Report
#12. Figures 1 through 3 are similar in showing relatively high percentages of modifications
among the Authors groups, who are both active in the area of the presentation and in the inter-
actions at the convention. The only other group that is outstanding in terms of percentage of
modifications in its ongoing work activities are the Discussion Attendants, who were especially
interactive with Authors in the type of session they attended at the convention.

The Frequency and Type of Modification in Respondent Groups. The flow charts presented
in Figures 1 through 5 frequently deal with very small N’s and permit the repeated counting of
single individuals. To correct thisbias in presentation, the total percentage of persons modify-
ing their work in each respondent group and the types of modifications they reported is presented
in Takle XIII. This table differs from tables in earlier reports which describe the types of

modifications by attemtping to use broader content categories to give an idea of the nature of
the message leading the respondent to make modifications in his research. ~

Generally, the modifications were of two general types. In the #irst type, the person re-
ports that the interactions led him to change some sort of perspective on a problem or to con-
sider a new approach to his research or theoretical position, The other type of exchange that
can be easily distinguished in the respondents’ completion of these questions is one in which a
specified change occurred in some particular activities. Examples include changing research
procedures, adding material to a manuscript, changing a clinical procedure, reorganizing a
course, adding the findings from a study to a course,

Table XIII generally categorizes the modification and presents the total percentage of per-
sons in each respondent group reporting modification in the area of the presentations, It is
evident that, of all respondent groups, Authors mostfrequently mod:fy their work as a result of
the interactions surrounding their presentation. The types of modifications they most frequently
report are changes in research method or design, changes in manuscript currently being pre-
pared, and unspecified general changes in research. There is little pattern as to the types of
modification reported by the other respondents groups with the possible exception of 129, of
NonProceedings Attendants reporting a change in research method or design - a finding iri line
with the high emphasis in this group on experimental psychology.

The reader should note that theflow charts conceal to a great extent the absolute size of the
groups of respondents reporting modifications, Thus in the extreme case, 8%, of the Non-
Proceedings Requestors reporting modifications is actually four persons. The largest groups
reporting modifications include about 40 persons in the case of the 33%, of the Proceedings
Authors and 18% of the Symposium Attendants,

Factors Associated with Requestors and Respondents Modifying
Their Ongoing Work as a Result of Convention Interactions

Table XIV presents the percentages of Requestors and Attendants modifying their work as
a result of convention interactions and the percentages of Requestors and Attendants having had
minimal contact with the author and his presentation. The first set of percentages is the same,
of course, as percentages in Table XIII and are included in this table for comparison. Fairly
substantial percentages in each of the Requestor respondent groups have neither read the authors’
papers nor had any of the various types of other possible contacts with the author. As a result,
these Requestors had little information upon which to base any modification of their work, al-
though one of them did report a modification. If the size of these percentages (1 1%-25%) seems
surprising, the reader m.ght recall that substantial percentages of Requestors had received no
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response from the Authors. In addition, the motive of many requestors may be epitomized hy
the following comment, ‘I have not had a chance to read the paper since it is one among 100
papers that I have requested from the convention program.” :

The minimal contact the attendant could have with the autiior or his presentation was to
passively sit in the session. The percentages in each group reporting this are also shown in
Table XIV, These rangefrom 2%, of the Address Attendants to 63%, of the Symposium Attendants,
Both sets of data on the percentage of Reques*ors and Attendants having minimal contact raise
the question as to the effect of exposure of respondents to each type of contact with the author
and his presentation on the work of Requestors and Attendants. Interest in the question was
stimulated by the discovery that only 129, of the Attendants having minimal contact with the
author’s presentation moditied any of their work activities (data in Table XVII), This percentage
wasklow:;r}than the 13%-24%, of complete Attendant groups reporting sume modification in their
work activity,

Table XV presents the percentage of Requestors and Attendants, irrespective of convention
event, modifying their work following different types of contact with the author or the contents
of his presentation. (Discussion Attendants have been eliminated from this analysis because
of the relatively unstructured nature of the session they attended.) The base of each percentage
is the total number of Requestors or Attendants having experienced each contact whether or not
they experienced additional contacts. ‘

There are substantial interaction effects with regard to 1) the corresnondence prior to and
following the convention and 2) the attendance of the presentation and identity of the respondent
as a Requestor and Attendant. For Requestors, correspondence is the basis upon which they
were selected for the study, and the percentage of Requestors modifying their work aiier ex-
posure to this activity is relatively low (15% modifying it after correspondence prior to conven-
ton and 22% modifying it after correspondence following the convention), For Attendants,
correspondence is an activity going beyond the basis upon which they were selected for the
study and constitutes an additional contact with authors and their presentations, Of Attendants,
31% modified their work after correspondence prior to the convention and 47% modified their
work after correspondence following the convention. Similarly, more Requestors than Attendants
modified their work after attending the presentation, which for this group, constituted an addi-
tional contact with either the Author or presentation, With the exception of Attendants writing to
Authors following the convention, all contacts going beyond the basis of selection for the samples

are roughly equal in terms of percentage of respondents modifying work (23-31%).

For the remaining types of contact there seems to be little difference between Requestors
and Attendants, Table XVI shows the percentage of Requestors and Attendants, combined, who
modified their work after identical exposure to different groups of authors and their presenta-
tions. (A number of types of contact have been eliminated from this table because the number
of persons having these contacts were toofew to allow a breakdown according to type of presen-
tatdon, Actually the pattern of modification followingthese contacts was in line with the picture
presented in Table XV), The differences in the percentage of respondents reporting modifica-
tions after identical exposure to different types of material (symposia, addresses, nonproceed-
ings and Proceedings papers) are reasonably small; the largest difference among the three types
of material is 9%, and that occurred for exposure to discussion at the end of a session,

Table XVII relates the percentage of Requestors and Attendants modifying their ongoing
work activities to the number of contacts theyhad with Authors or the contents of presentations
and to the number of their (Attendants’ and Requestors’) ongoing activities n the area of the
presentation. Considering first the Requestors’ and Attendants’ contacts with the Authors and
the contents of the authors’ presentations, the principal question is whether respondents having-
one contact, the basis on which they were selected to serve as part of the sample in the study,
report fewer modifications than respondents having several contacts and going on to make some
special effort to obtain information from the author or his presentation. In the case of the Re-
questors, there is little evidence that two or more contacts are more effective in producing
modifications than a single contact. For Attendants, however, it does appear that several con-
tacts are more effective in producing modifications: 12%, of the Attendants having only one con-
tact (listening to the presentation) modified their ongoing work while 17%-35% of Attendants
having two or more contacts modified their work.

With regard to the relation beiween the number of current actvities undertaken by Re-
questors and Attendants and the percentage reporting modifications, again respondents with no
activities ir the area of the presentation are of little interest because it is difficult to under-
stand exactly what they could modify, For the Requestor samples 13% having one activity in the
area of the presentation report modifications while, 10%-21% having more than one activity in
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the area of the presentation report modifications, suggesting some small relation between the
number of activities and the likelihood of the Requestor modifying any of his activities, For
Attendants, 219, engaged in one activity in the area of the presentation report modifications and
209,-44%, engaged in more activities report modifications. Thus, the relation of activities to
modifications may exist to a greater degree among Attendants than among Requestors, in line
with the finding relative to the relation between the number of contacts and modifications.

A possible factor is that the Requestors were being surveyed relative only to a single
paper, while the Attendants’ activities and contacts frequently involve several Authors and their
presentations in the session. The greater range of contacts and/or activiies might reflect a
deeper involvement in the field and, consequently, some greater predisposition to modify work.,
In an attempt to establish the effect of this factor, modifications were separately tabulated for
Attendants whose contacts (beyond hearing papers) or activities were all relative to a single
paper. These groups reported as many modifications as the groups as a whole, however, with
the resuit that Requestor-Attendant differences remain unexplained.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING THE CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS IN ESTABLISHING CONTACTS FOR THE CONTINUED
EXCHANGE OF SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION

Author and Attendant samples were asked whether interactions surrounding the presenta-
tions made by the Authors put them in contact with any person with whom they would like to
establish a ‘‘colleague’’ relationship for the exchange of scientific information, Within the three
Author samples, from one quarter to about one half of the respondents stated that they had met
someone with whom they would like to arrange some continued contact for information ex=
change. The Proceedings Authors had the highest percentage (48%), stating that they had made
such a contact at the convention. In this respect those Proceedings Authors who had participated
in the discussion sessions were not superior to other Proceedings Authors. Of the Symposia
and Address Authors, 35% claimed the establishment of such a contact, and of the NonProceed-
ings Authors, 25% claimed this type of contact. Among the Attendant samples, generally lower
percentages (17%-37%,) of respondents wished to establish a contact with one of the authors of
the session on which they were surveyed. The highest percentage (37%) of Attendants wishing
to establish a contact with the author occurred in the discussion sessions, a finding in line with
the greater amount of interaction which occurred in those sessions. The lowest percentage
(17%) was found among Address Attendants.

When questioned as to the type of information they would hope to obtain through the estab-
lishment of such a contact, both Author and Attendant samples tended to indicate some type of
general information exchange for keeping abreast with the activities of other persons working
in their area. The percentage in each sample giving this response was about one half of all
of those persons who indicated a desire to establish a continued relationship for information
exchange, Other reasons given were usually quite specific and included collaboration on re-
search, becoming jointly involved with another person in planning new research, the confirma-
tion of the same finding or the replication of studies on different subject populations, and the
exchange of information on research techniques and procedures,

ATTENDANTS’ RECEIPT OF SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION AT THE CONVENTION

Table XVIII shows the percentages of Attendant samples who stated that they received infor-
mation during their attendance at the Convention thathad significantly affected their work activi-
ties. Between 69% and 83%, of each sample reported having obtained such information, the highest
percentage being found among Discussion Attendants. Themost important source for such sig-
nificant information was the Symposium for three of the five Attendant samples; for the remain-
ing two samples Symposia were, in one case, tied with, and, in the other case, slightly inferior
to contributed paper sessions. These results generally follow previous findings from the study
of the 1962 APA Convention in showing that Attendants find symposia the most valuable formal
sources of significant information. In addition, the other formal convention events are ordered
as information sources in the same way as found in the previous convention sample; contributed
paper sessions are the next most frequent sources of significant information and invited ad-
dresses the third most frequent source.

Comparisons between the 1962 data and the 1966 data are tenuous because the wording of
the 1962 questionnaire was such as to discourage the checking of more than one event as the
source of significant information. Granting the limitations of the data, the performance of con-
tributed paper sessions in terms of furnishing significant information still appears to have im-
proved relative to that of symposia; the percentage checking contributed paper sessions was
about one third the percentage checking symposia in 1962 and two thirds that percentage in 1966.
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Reasoning along the same lines, informal discussion seems to be relatively less effective for
the 1966 samples than for tt.c earlier sample, Despite multiple checking of sources, the per-
centages of the 1966 samplec obtaining significant information from this source only range
from 31%,-40%, while 35% of the 1962 sample obtained eignificant information from this source,

A finding of interest is the very high percentage (51%) of Discussion Attendants finding the
contributed paper session to be a source of significant information. This effect seems a direct
reflection of the very high effectiveness of such sessions in generating Author-Attendant inter-
actions and in furnishing information that modified the Attendants’ work activities,

Table XIX shows the work activity modified by the significant information received by
Attendants. About one half of each sample (from 36% to 57%), with the exception of the Discus-
sion Attendants, modified some portionof their researchon the basis of the significant informa-
tion they received from the APA Convention. The Discussion Attendants who attended sessions
sponsored by Division 12 made most of their modifications in the area of their clinical work.
The remaining major area in which modification occurred was teaching and 10% to 20% of each
of the Attendant samples modified their actvity in this area.

Table XX shows thenature of the effects of significant information on the respondents’ work.
In this case, the respondents’ answers describing the effect of the information on their work
have been broken down into specific categories. However, the pattern of their answers follows
the one generally found of showing changes either in the use of specific techniques, particularly
in research, or in changes in the respondent’s perspective on his or someone else’s work or
theoretical position, .

COMMUNICATION PROBLEMS AT THE APA CONVENTION

The surveys sought information on scientific communication problems that had been en-
countered at the convention. Symposium and Address Authors, NonProceedings Authors, and
all Attendant groups were asked to report any general scientific communication problem at the
1966 APA convention they had just attended inNew York City which they believed should be cor-
rected before next convention. The Proceedings Authors were specifically questioned on
problems in connection with the published Proceedings and the manner of conducting the conven-
tion session within which they were scheduled. From one quarter to one half of the Author
samples reported there were communication problems at the convention they would like to see
corrected, whereas almost one half of each Attendant sample experienced some kind of problem,

Almost a third (32%) of the Symposium and Address Authors reported they encountered
scientific communication problems at the convention. The highest percentage (15%) had sugges-
tions relating to the physical structure of the convention, such as the size and relative location
of meeting rooms, the use of television for paper presentations, and a centralized information

center. The next highest percentage (9%) suggested fewer sessions with fewer papers of better
quality.

One quarter of the NonProceedings Authors encountered commuication problems at the
convention. The suggestion for improvement of future conventions made by the highest per-
centage (10%) of these Authors was for more time for audience participation and discussion;
the second highest percentage of this group (8%) suggested fewer sessions with fewer papers

Almost one half (48%) of the combined sample of Symposium and Address Attendants en-
countered scientific communication problems at the convention they believed should be corrected,
Almost one quarter (23%) of these Attendants had suggestions about the physical structure of
the convention and the next highest percentage (10%) noted the lack of availability of published
papers. Eight percent suggested there be fewer, smaller, and less rushed sessions with fewer
papers and of better quality, A higher percentage (55%) of Address Attendants than Sympcsium
Attendants (47%) encountered scientific communication problems, anda higher percentage (17%)
of Address Attendants than Symposium Attendants (9%) noted the lack of availability of published
papers. | ‘

Almost one half (47%) of the Proceedings Attendants encountered communication problems.
The highest percentage (19%) noted the lack of availability of published papers, and the next
highest percentages (12% and 9%, respectively) had “miscellaneous’’ suggestions and felt there
should be fewer, smaller, and less rushed sessions with fewer and betier quality papers.

About the same percentage (48%) of NonProceedings Attendants as Attendants at other types
of sessions enc untered communication problems at the convention. The suggestion made by
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the highest percentage (18%) concerned the physical structureof the convention; and suggestions
of next highest percentage (12%,) were of a miscellaneous nature.

Although about the same percentage (49%) of the Discussion Attendants as Attendants at
other kinds of sessions encountered commumication problems, they had a somewhat different
priority for improving future conventions. The highest percentage (20%) of these Attendants
mentioned the need for more time fur audience participation, discussion, and questions; the
next highest percentage (17%) named problems of physical structure; and the next highest (12%)
after that noted the lack of availability of published papers.

Publication of their papers in the 1966 Proceedings created some special problems for
Proceedinrs Authors. When these Authors were askedprior to the convention whether they re-
garded the paper published in the Proceedings as a reasonably complete report of their work,
almost two thirds responded negatively. Among the types of material they would have included
in their papers if they had had more space, 13% would have made a more detailed analysis of
data, given more interpretation, and shown more cross-validation; 12% would have included
related experiments and more data. After the convention almost ons half (48%) of the Proceed-
ings Authors reported there were problems created by the particular method of handling the
session at which their paper was presented. The problems the highest percentages of them
mentioned were that the audience was unprepared (10%), there was not enough time (10%), and
there were scheduling problems (9%).

SUMMARY

The major findings of the present study of the convention Proceedings and of the APA Con-
vention deal with: the success of the Proceedings as a communication medium; the effect of the
poor distribution of the Proceedings prior to the convention upon interactions at the convention;
the characteristics of discussion sessions of the convention, especially in termis of promoting
effective interaction between Authors and Attendants; the effectiveness of invited addresses
and symposia as convention events, giving due attention to the fact that contributed paper ses-
sions now seem to be somewhat more effective than in the past; and finally, characteristics of
convention interactions and of the respondent that seem most frequently to lead to modifications
in the respondents’ ¢ngoing psycholcgical work.

As a publication medium, the Proceedings performed inmuch the same way as it had in the
previous year, It appeared with a low publication lag, and copies were available 6 weeks prior
to the convention; the mechanisms for selecting material, editing it, and producing the publica-
tion all operated well. Most importantly, the effect of this publication on the Authors’ plans
to seek journal publication was about as large as it was in the earlier trial, indicating that the
authors were still satisfied with the Procecdiags as a means of publication.

An unfortunate feature of the present trial of the Proceedings was the low distribution of
the copies prior to the convention. To some degree this distribution reflected the impression
of many potential readers that the publication would again be distributed free to members of
the participating Divisions, Later distribution of the Proceedings was large, and, in fact, the
total number. of copies sold was sufficient to meet the goals set in the originai design of the
publication.

By far the more interesting aspects of the present study surround discussion sessions.
Their existence seems to motivate Attendants to read Proceedings papers before attending the
presentation, they permit effective interactions between Authors and Attendants, and such inter-
actions lead to large numbers of modifications in Attendants’ work. In view of findings to date,
the failure to further develop these sessions - inparticular, to insure their smooth operation® -
and to introduce these sessions into the programs of other APA Divisions seems curious.

As found in previous studies of the APA convention, symposia and invited addresses are
usually regarded as the sources of the most significant information for Attendants. Apparently
contributed papers are now reiatively more important as sources of significant information for
Attendants; unfortunately, informal discussion at the APA convention seems to have lost some
of its eflectiveness.

An attempt was tnade to look at some of the factors associated with Actendants and Re-
questors making modifications. Tentative conclusions were:

6Through a series of misadventures during the 1967 APA meetings, a staff member found herself serving
in the place of the chairman of one session (he having absented himself) and directing attendants to
discussion groups, warning of the approaching end of the session, etc.

116




(1) The type of the presentation - i.e,, whether the presentationis an address or symposium
presentation, a Proceedings or a NonProceedings paper - does notaffect the frequency of modi-
fication, provided exposure to the material is identical,

(2) With the exception of the many modifications associated with Attendants corréesponding
afte- the convention, the various contacts which the responde.:+ has with the author and with his
presentation ure equally likely to be associated wiw modii.cations, provided the contact goes
beyond writing for a copy of the paper in the case .I Requesiors or passively attending the ses-
sion in the case of Attendants,

(3) Those Attendants and Requestors who have had more contact with Authors and their
presentations and who are more uctiveinthe area of the presentation are somewhat more likely
to modify their work than other Attendants and Requestors, This relationship is stronger within
Attendant samples. ,

(4) The data on modification of ongoing work do not reflect that element of subjective sig-
nificance which Attendants attach to symposium presentations,
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TABLE |

SAMPLES USED AND RESPONSE TO SURVEYS OF AUTHORS, ATTENDANTS,
AND REQUESTORS AT THE 1966 APA CONVENTION

Question- Unusable Qt,::?lo:\-
Survey ooy Ovetlor gt G i
Authors
Symposium and Address 94 1 - 7\ 76%
Proceedings 152 2 1 (Total*) 136 1%
(before convention) 133 89%
(ofter convention) 125 82% )
NonProceedings 64 - 2 51 82%
Requestors
Symposium and Address 92 -- 4 65 74%
Proceedings 220 | | 182 83%
NonProceedings 70 2 2 50 76%
Attendants
Symposium 358 10 20 242 74%
Address 70 2 " 55 8%
Proceedings 126 5 -- 75 62%
NonProceedings 252 3 12 146 62%
Discussion 72 6 10 41 73%
*Total responding to either survey |
TABLE 1
HIGHEST ACADEMIC DEGREES OF RESPONDENTS J
Authors _ Requestors Attendants
S&A P Ne [s&aA P NP | A P NP D

N=71 Ne=133 N=51 [ N=65 N=182 N=50 N=242 N=53 N=75 N=146 Nad]

Percentage
Holding Degree

Doctoral 92% 88% 8% |75% 70% 78% 62% 70% 60% 56% 54%
Nondoctoral 8 12 14 25 30 22 38 30 40 M 46

Madian Date
o of Degree

I
All degrees 1952 1962 1959 1961 1962 1962 1960 1957 1963 1960 1960 .
Doctoral 1953 1961 1958 |1959 1961  1959-60 | 1959-60 1955 1963 1959-60 1958

Nondoc= .k
toral - before 1943 1962-63 1962 |1963-64 1964 1959 1961 1963 1963 1961 1962
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TABLE V

TIMING OF AUTHORS' RESEARCH
REPORTED IN THEIR CONVENTION PRESENTATION

Median Number of Months Median Number of Months
Authors Prior to Convention When Prior to Convention When
Research Was Begun Research Could Be Reported

Symposium and Address (N=71)

Report of a laboratory experiment or
field study personally conducted or 21-24 months 5-8 months
collaborated on with others (N=17)

Review or synthesis of a sarias of 72-75 months *
studies personally conducted or 5-8 months **
collaborated on with others (IN=14) 9-12 months **
Review or synthesis of a series of 72-75 months *
studies of which only a portion were 1-4 months **
personally conducted or collaborated 9-12 months **
on with others (N=8)
Proceedings (IN=133) 17-20 months 9=12 months
NonProceedings (N=51) 12-16 months 5-8 months ***

*  Earliest study
**  Most recent study
*** N= 34, 33% of these authors had not completed their research.

TABLE VI

DISSEMINATION OF MAIN CONTENTS OF CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS PRIOR TO CONVENTION

Percentage of Authors Reporting Prior Dissemination

Symposium
and Address * Proceedings NonProceedings
Form N=71 N=133 N=51

Writtan

Book or part of book 17% - --

Dissertation or thesis 3 26% 12%

Technical report 4 12 22

Progress report 7 5 4

Other ** 4 4 16

One or more written forms 30 32 37
Qral

One or more oral forms 30 19 16
Either Oral or Written 51 47 fl

* |f presentation reviewed several studies, refersto most recently completed study.
** Most frequently, these were journal attizles.
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TABLE Vil
SPECIFIC PLANS FOR WRITTEN DISSEMINATION AFTER CONVENTION

Percentage of Authors Reporting Planned Written Forms
oWdi:: Proceedings NonProceedings
Form N=71 Ne133 Ne=51
E Book or part of book 30% 5% 6%
' Dissertation or thesis 1 1 --
Technical report 3 1 22
Journal article 49 62 80
Other . - 2
One or more written forms 69 68 86
TABLE Vil

TYPES AND PURPOSES OF REQUESTORS* INTERACTIONS WITH
AUTHORS IN ADDITION TO REQUESTING A COPY OF THE PAPER

Percentages of Requestors

Symposium & Address Proceedings NonProceedings
Interactions with Authors N=65 N=182 N=50
Occurred Planned Occurred Planned  Occurred Planned

Purpose of Contact:

Clarification of some point

in reported work % 3% 8% 3% - 2%

Request information not in report

[ ]
0
[4.]
N
o

2
3
Acqucim him with own work 3
Acquaint him with others' work 2

5

Request reports of his future work

Obtain reaction to own work 1

W o
O
~N
N NN
N N

Other contact 5
Type of Contact:
Correspondence prior to convention N% 18% 14%

Attended convention session ot which
paper was presented or discussed 34 14 ; 18

Questioned author from floor of
poper session 2 2 -

Met with author at end of paper session 15 7 6

Met with author on another occasion
at convention 3 5 2

Correspondence following convention 38 32 38
Other contact 15 V7 18 .




TABLE IX
ATTENDANTS' READING OF CONVENTION PRESENTATION

Percentage of Attendants Reading at Least One
resentation in on

Procesdings

Symposium Address Proceedings NonProceedings Discussion
Time of Reading N=242 N=53 N=75 N=146 Ned)

Prior to convention 6% 6% 25% 15% 39%

After convention 7 4 39 22 44

Total Persons reading
either before or
after convention 12

TABLE X

ATTENDANTS® CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS
GOING BEYOND ATTENDANCE OF SESSION

Percentage o Attendants X Papers Attended

Proceedings
Symposium  Addrets  Proceedings NonProceedings Discussion
Interactions With Authors N=794 N=62 N=248 Ne=501 Ne=41

Purpose of Contact

Clarify some point in the reported
research 2%

Request information not in report 5
Acquaint him with your work in area ==

Acquaint him with work of others in
area 1

Request a copy of paper 16
Request reports of future work 6
Obtain reaction to your own work <1

Other 1

Type of contact
Correspondentce prior fo convention

Question from floor of session

Discussion with author at end of
session

Discussion with author on another
occasion at convention

Correspondence following the
convention
Other
Persons having or planning contact

with at least one author in the
session attended

39 32 40 44
(N=242)  (N=53) (N=75) (N=146)

*Not appropriate to procedures followed in these sessions since all Discussicn Attendants had some contact with
Discussion Authors.




TABLE Xl

PERCENTAGE OF PROCEEDINGS, NONPROCEEDINGS,
AND 1965 CO! TROL AUTHORS RECEIVING EACH NUMBER OF QUESTIONS
FROM FLOOR OF SESSION

Numbof of Questions ,
Directed to Eoch Proceedings NonProceedings 1965 Control
Author N=28 N=64 N=168
0 57% 55% 55%
1 21 23 26
14

2 7
3 8 7
4 2
5 2
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TABLE XVI

PERCENTAGES OF REQUESTORS AND ATTENDANTS (COMBINED) MODKYING
WORK AFTER EXPOSURE TO DIFFERENT GROUPS OF
AUTHORS AND THEIR PRESENTATIONS

Authors and Their Presentations Contacted
by Requestors and Attendants

Type of exposure to Symposium Non
Authors and presentations & Address Proceedings Proceedings

Correspondence following convention 26% 27% 3%
(39)* (66) (33

Attended presentation 16% 16% 17%

(279) - . (104)

Discussion at end of session 27% 26% 35%
(15 (23 a7

Read written version 23% 26% 25%
(62) (130) (73)

*N for each percentage is in parenthesis.

TABLE XVii

PERCENTAGE OF ATTENDANTS AND REQUESTORS MODIFYING THEIR WORK ACTIVITIES AS A
FUNCTION (1) OF THE NUMBER OF CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS OR THE CONTENTS
OF THE PRESENTATION, AND (2) OF THE NUMBER OF THE ATTENDANTS' AND
REQUESTORS' ONGOING ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF THE PRESENTATION

Number of Requestors Requestors with Attendants Attendants with
Contacts or Modifying After X Activities Modifying After X Activities
Activities X Contacts Modifying X Contacts Modifying

0 1%* 5% Sl 1%
(95)** (4 (203)
1 20% 13% 12% 21%
(65) (97) (269) (82
2 20% 18% 21% 33%
(86) (72) (96) (67)
3 19% 14% 27% 20%
(27) (47) (84) (50
4 46% 10% 17% 44%
(13 (21) (41) (32
5 and above 9% 21% 35% 0%
() (7 (26) (82)

*The fact that the presentation's title implied a positive offect was sufficient for the single resporident
represented by this percentage to modify his work.
**N for each percentage appears in parentheses.
***By definition, Attendants had at least one contact,




TABLE XVl

PERCENTAGE OF ATTENDANT GROUPS RECEIVING INFORMATION AT THE CONVENTION
HAVING A S!GNIFICANT EFFECT ON THEIR WORK

Attendant Groups

Non- Proceedings 1962 APA
Symposium Address Proceedings Proceedings  Discussion  Attendants®

N=242 Ne=53 N=75 N=146 ‘Nedl N=277
Received significont
information 74% 79% 73% 69% 83% 77%
Source of information
Contributed paper
session 33 43 43 47 51 13
Symposium 52 66 57 43 51 35
. Convaersation hour 8 6 12 8 20 --
Invited Address 24 36 12 18 12 5
Film 10 2 8 6 7 .-
Apparatus or Book
Exhibit 22 12 27 18 10 --
Other progrommed
event 4 4 7 3 2 -
Informal discussion 31 38 40 36 34 35 j
*From APA-PSIEP Report #4, "Convention Attendants and Their Use of the Convention as a Source of Scientific
i Information.”
TABLE XIX |
' WORK ACTIVITY AFFECTED BY SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION RECEIVED AT CONVENTION |
Attendant Groups :
Non- Proceedings |
Symposium Address Proceedings Proceedings Discussion
Work Activity Ne=242 N=53 =75 Ne=146 Ned] :
Research 36% 2% 57% 5% 0 27% |
Planning design of projected |
research <l - i 3 5
Clinical 19 6 5 6 41 ]
:
Administrative 1 6 1 1 2 |
Rewriting of r for
publication, thesis 5 6 4 3 5
Teaching 17 17 20 10 12
Applied work, human
ongin«fing' 2 8 4 4 5
Other 4 4 1 2 -
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TABLE XX i
THE EFFECTS OF SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION RECEIVED AT CONVENTION ON WORK k

Attendant Groups
Non- Proceedings
Nature of Effect Symposium Addren Proceedings Proceedings Discussion
on Respondent's Work N=242 Nm=53 N=75 Ne=146 Ned]

New approach and hypotheses 8% 17% 11% 10% 10%
New perspective on own

research 3 6 7 1 5
Methods of measuring relevant

variables, evaluation of tech-

niques, use of ¢ ters, help

with apporatus problems 12 15 19 18 12
Planning studies, modification

of others in progress 5 6 1 3 2
Encouragement in Respondent's

own research 4 - 4 - 10
New ideas for research 8 9 7 5 5
Confirmation of Respondent's

own thinking and theories 1 - 3 1 7
Definition and direction,

broodened scope aworeness of

present trends in area 16 21 15 12 12
Current work of other investi-

gators, new sources of data 5 .6 8 8 5

Other 12 - 5 10 12
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Appendix A
P_Q_u_!y_l,nn Author Questionnaire
These questions deal with the Proceedings paper entitied: Prior to Conventlon)
1. We would like to find out something about the timetable of the various processes which led to the writing of your Procesdings paper.
2. When did you stact the work which led directly to that reported in this spacific paper? (Include preliminary work but do nat include related work
described in another oral of written presentation.)
Approximately when? (Month/year) ,
b. When did this wark reach such a stage that you could have given a rather complete report of the main contents of this papar, ¢.g., an informal
presentation at something like a department cobloquium?
Approximstely when? (Month/year} , 7
¢. When did you start writing the first draft of the manuscript for the Procesdings papet
Approximately when? (Month/year)
2. 2. Did you regesd your Proceedings paper as a reasonably complete mport of the work?  Yes No
1 RO, describe the type of material you would have included if you had had more space. ,

b. Have the main contents of the paper appeared in any other form?
Tves TINo
It YES,
In written fom? (I Yes [ No
a book of part of a book
—_.adissartation or thesis ,
T a“'technical report” —i.e. a complate scientific account of the work distributed in a mimeographed o muitilithed form
2" progress report"‘—i.e. 3 summary of the work's current status
o Othar (Please specify)
in oral fom? [JYes T No
3. Did you send prepublication copies (of preprints) of the paper to anyone?
Clves [No
It YES, approximately how many?

4. Do you have specific plans at present for publication of the main contents of your peper?

Yes (1t yes, answer parts 3 and b in this question.)
No (If no, answer parts ¢ and d of this question.)
(a) If YES, is the Procesdings paper identical to the version you will submit for publication?  Yes No
i NO, brietly indicate the principa! difference between the Procaedings paper and the one you plan to submit for publication.

() If YES: (1) in what format will the material be published?
. 3 bOOK of pairt of book
a dissertation or thesis
a technical report
] i:umal article (Please name journal: )
. other (Please spacify)
(2) When did you or when do you plan to start writing it up for publication: (Month/year).
(3) What is the actual or expected date of submission for publication: , (Month/year).
(c) 1 you have no specific plans now, do you expect some future publication in combination with other work? Yes No
If YES, please describe the naturs of the additional work and the form of the publication. Also, if you can make any estimate as to when sub-
mission for publication might take place, pleass include that.
Additional material to be included in published version

Likely medium of poblication (joumal, book, etc.)

Time of submission for publication (approximate)
d) tm!:v:y_gg specific plans now, did the publication of your pepet in the Procesdings have any effect on your decision not %0 publish

immediately?

Yes No

If YES, briefly explain your reasons for not planning to publish.

5. Below are listed several work activities in which you may have bee. o are involved in the same aree as that of the work reported in your convention

peper. Please check sach box relative to the type of activity and the nature of your involvement. Flease exclude work (eading directly to your
convention presentation or Proceedings paper.

n Previeusly Present] Planning 1o Become
Activity invelved In invelved 'o |nv.'|vd in
CondUCting re90RIEh . .. .. .vinnrnrueneoaroncoinnonnonnancnnes ;
TORCRING COUSE. . .. e vt eeiiaeenostieera ettt
Supervising research (including theses). . ............oovilnelnn e
invotved in clinical o appled WOrK . . . ... ..ol
Preparing a presentation at a regional or nationai meeting. . .. ............ vee
Preparing a menuscript for a journal article ......... fececaneseranaaaaes v
Prapaiing your own thesis or dissertetion. ... Lol I
Other (Pleass specify) ..
6. What is your highest eamed degree? DEGREE YEAR EARNED
; BA/BS.

MA S

Ph.D.

Othet

7. Please rank all the items below that are included among yous professional activities, using the number 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the next

most time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which are nat included among your activities.
Administrative work (activities such 38 arranging mestings, handling personne! forme, procurement, routine reports, etc.) ] '
Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing)

 Consulting or applied work (industrial, human fctors, etc.)
——Research (including the 1 ing of results)
T Resesrch guidance (of students, subordinZes)
v Studying for an advanced degree e

Teaching
Writing and editing, apact from reporting own meearch
Other {Pleass cpecify) _




PROJECT ON SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION EXCHANGE IN PsycHoLOGY

American Psychological Association
1200 Seventeenth Street, N.W. W Washington, D. C. 20036

Dear Colleague:

Last year the Proceedings of the APA Annual Convention was pro-
duced on & trial basis, and a major study was made of its effective-
ness as a publication medium and as & device for enhancing scientific
communication at the convention. The outcome (which will be reported
upon in the November, 1966, issue of the Awerican Psychologist) was
sufficiently promising that a second volume has been produced this
year by the APA Publications Office.

A new medium of communication, like the Proceedings, cannot be
well evaluated on a single trial. There are novelty eftects, and
measures obtained on the first issue of a publication may show spu-
riously high usage. On the other hand, potential users may be uns
aware of the publication or not know how to make effective use of its
characteristics in obtaining information.

. Por these reasons we are conducting a study.of the 1966 Proceed-
ings and would like your assistance as the author of a paper appear-
ing within that volume. We have two specific requests:

1. Would you answer the questions on the back of this letter
concerning the work reported in the paper? We would appre-
ciate your returning this letter with the questions com~
pleted at your earliest convenience.

2. Would you record (on the enclosed form) the names of persons
who contact you with regard to your Proceedings paper?
Please try to avoid including those persons who clearly did
not use the convention program or the published Proceedings
to initiate this contact (e.g. close friends, persons appear-
ing on distribution lists, etc.). Please keep this form
until about six weeks hence when we shall write you again to
collect it.

We would appreciate your cooperation since tlie information you
furnish will be of great assistance in deteraining the ultimate effec-
tiveness of the Proceedings sas a wedium for scientific information ex-
change.

Sincerely yours,

e k2 Bk




edings Author Questionnaire
o1Towing Convention)

1. Did the main contents of the paper appear in any formbatween the time when the Proceedings was published {July, 1966) and the convention?

138

Yes No
¥ YES,
In written form? Yes ~ No
3 book or pat of 2 book
a dissestation or thesis

a “technical report” —i.e. a complete, scientific account of the work distributed in a multilithed or mimeographed report
a “'progress report”* — i.¢. a summary of the work's curent status
other (Please specify)

inan oral form? Yes No

. 2. Please check below to indicate what occured at the session in which yous paper was scheduled.

Papers were presented by authars, '
T Session was divided into discussion sroups, each group susrounding the author(s) of a single paper.
T Authors gave short summaries of their papers and then questions followed from the floor. ‘
o Other. Please describe. ‘

b. Were there any prcblems created by this method of handling the szssion?

Yes No
If YES, please describe and make any suggestions that might be helpful in planning futue sessions.

. Did your presentation (and/or discussion) cover material not contained in the Proceedings paper?

Yes No
i YES, briefly describe the additione! material:

. Please check below to indicate your current activities in the subject-matter area of your paper, then, indicate and describe any modification

(such as use of new technigues) of these activities es on eutceme of eny interection with ether cenvention ettendents.

a. Check below b. Please describe below any ¢. When did the interaction
your cusrent activities in modifications in these activities leading to the modification
aea of your papes. resulting from interactions. occue? Check
Before Convention
Curently conducting At Convention
S reauch inaea..... Aftes Convention
Before Convention
Plamning to conduct At Convention
e leseachinarea..... After Convention
Before Convention —
Involved in clinical or At Convention
e dpplied work in ares . . After Convention
Before Convention
Teaching course in ~ At Convention
—_— , After Convention
Before Convention
Directing or supervising . . At Convention
. IESCAChinarea..... N After Convention
Before Convention
Preparing a manuscript . At Convention . v
—— for a jounal article.. . . ~ : ‘ After Convention
Before Convention
Prepaing own dissertation . At Convention
e Orthesis.......... - After Convention
Before Coavention
Other. (Please specify) At Convention :
PR cen . After Convention

_ Did any interactions with others abeut er resulting frem vaur paper lead to modifications of any of your work activities not directly

related to the subject matter of your presentation?
Yes — No
1t YES, brietly describe.

. As the result of any discussion relative to your paper during the convention did you decide to seek some continuing interaction with any of the

persons who contacted you, i.e. would you like to establish some continuing relation with any of these persons for the purpose of exchanging
scientitic information?

Yes .. _ No
If YES, please describe th types of information that these persons might contribute that would be helpful in your work,

DON'T FORGET TO RETURN THE LIST OF PEOPLE REQUESTING YOUR PAPER




PROJECT ON SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION ExCHANGE IN PsycHoLoGY

American Psychological Association
1200 Seventeenth Street, N.I. @ Washington, D. C. 20036

Dear Collsague:

This is the final phase of the Project's study of au-

thors of papers appearing in the 1967 Proceedings. We would
1ike to request that you complete the several questions on
the reverse of this letter and return the letter along with
the form (for recording the names of persons requesting your
paper) that was sent you earlier,

We have not received a corpleted questionnaire from you

for the preconvention survey of authors, We have, tharefore,

enclosed a new copy of thie questionnaire in case the origi~

nal was misplaced. We would appreciate your completing this
questionnaire and also returning it at this time. If you
have recently mailed this questionnaire, please ignore this
reminder,
Thank you for consideration 0. this request.
Sincerely,
BCGriffith

B, C, Griffith
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Sywposia and Invited Address author fpastionnaire

This quostionnaios doals With your proventation [deactibed balew) at the 1965 APA Canvention.

»

1. The fiest question rl'hin to the netwe of £+, Sw ; j o i esentation and the history of yeur ewn research Wiich you reperisd in
the prosentation. Pleoes Chock 1N Cologiry Delow &%, 06301008 our prasentation snd, i you 1opcriod o your own reseerch, give 1he ppreximle
dates of which this research bogan and whon it reached 8 stage at wivich it could be reported 10 your colleagues.

Chack the appreptiste blanks Meiow. -
a ropart of 8 leboralery axperiment of ficl study which you personally conducted or on wiich ye collohorated with others.

(3) Whon did this research begin? (Include sxploratery work but do wot consider work which you regeed &3 3 seperate prier study, oven
though it is dicectly related.)

Appraximale boginning dote. nonth your.
(b) Whon was the research ia this particulas study completed, that is whes did it foach a stage o which you could heve given a detailed
idmmntdmtmmwmimmmuwwdcolmmtinmm”mdmm
Appraximate date at which Such  report Could be made. wonth your.
o ateview os symhesis of 3 series of studies ail o which you personally conducied or on ol of which you collsberated.
(3) Whon i the research in the enrliost of the studies in this Seties begin?
Aopronimele begivming dele. month yout,

(b) When did the research work in the mest recently Conpleted of these studies begia?
(Include exploratory work bt do ol Consider work which you regard a8 3 seperate study, sven though it is directty releted.)

Approximate begiraing dele. wonth yoor.

() When was the research in the mest recent study completed, that is, when did it reach @ stage at which you could have given 3
detailed informel report of the resuits and their witerpretation to a group of collesgues working in the same ares of research?
Approximete dete at which such 8 report cou'+ be mede. month your.

8 review of synthesis of a serius of studies which you conducted or on which you collaborated on only @ pertien of the series.
() Wivin did the resesrch work in the eerl iest of your own studies within this series begin?
Approximete baginning dete. month s,

(b) When did the research work i the mest recent of your studies begin? (luclude exploratory work but do not consider work
which you regard as 8 separate study, even though it is ditectly retated.)

Aporoximete beginning date. month YoM,

(c) When was the reseerch in this mest recent study compieted, thet is, when did it resch a stage at which you could have given
a detailed informal rapost of the results and theis interpretation to a group of colleagues in the same aren of research?

Approkimete date at which such a report coukd be mede. month you!.

a 1eview of synthesis of  series of studies in which you did not participate 2s an active tesearcher.
. Othor, Please describe the contents of your presentation briefly.
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2. Hove the main contonts of your presentalion sppesied in any ol form? (lmMumeldwmwm plodss sndwet
mwmuwmmummwuuywmmmummm

Yoo Yo

¥ YES,
s wihitten fum? Yoo N

Apptonimalely whea?

. {Month/year)
R 1 ' €L E L T R PR
e D AIBOONIOLION O TMOBES il st _

2 “techical reprt” — P08 ¢ xmu ucout of the wak

digkri mmwuﬂanlmm‘tn”,_M.;
2 “pogess ropurt” — 1.0. 8 summary of the work's curtent status . .

othet (Plosss spacily)

A ————————

imabaly when?
o ool form? Yes Ne Aw(om z’ )

T pepergiven o3 regionsl o siabe COMNION. . oo
e S DOt given ot obhir nationel Zonventions
Plosse name

o 8 collonuium withi vou u»lom umamm e heeeaisesaan
......._._..._..._,mcouoquumnamm»tuhon.mm.,,.u.,m..,..”“.*...;,,,

stathesiscommitton mooting . . .. .......o.ciiciuuiiieia s renen
e cthe, (Plosse spacity)

3 Do you heve specific plens at present for publication of the mein contats of you presentation?
Yes. (W YES, snswer pavt 9. in this question.)
No (H NO, answer pact b. of this question.)
2. 1 YES: (1) in whet format will melerial be pubhished?
—
e 8 digsortation or thesis.
— -

e B jOUING1 BeliCle (Ploase name jornel: )
e Ot (Please specify)

(2) When did you or when do you plan to start writing it up for publication: (Month/year).
(3) What is the actus! or expected date of submission for publication: (Month/year).

b. I you heve no specific plans now, do you expect some future publication in combination with other work?
Yos No

¥ YES, ploase describe the netwe of lha additione! work and the form of the publication. Also, if you can make any estimeie a3 to when submis-
sion for publication might take place, pisase include that.

Additional meterial 1o be included in published version

Likely medium of publication (journal, book, elc.)
Time of submission fer publication (approximate)
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4.3 Plesst choci sy of the foliowing achivitias in which you heve previously 1ahen part in the Same SUb)Ct-Matior 3108 33 you pieentalion.
_Conducted resamch in sien

o Wade Oral presentation in iee at 2 regionel of & nationd! convenlion

e PubliShed 8 jORR] BINICH i0 208
e D16 a1y or disSatlalion 10 MED
e Mode olher type of roport. Please desciibe.

b. Pleass chack below 1 1ndicate your current actwilies in the subject matter Mes of your presentation 3t APA, then, indicale and describe any
modification (Such as use .4 dew techniques) of these K1ivities as an sutcome of any interaction with sther convention

ottendants.
2. Check below b. Please describe below any €. When did the interaction
your curient activities in modilications in these aclivities inading 10 the modification
aoe of your presentation. resutting from interactions. ocew? Chack
Before Comvention e
Cusrently conduching . At Convention
e, lRSENChOAN BEN . . — At Convention
Before Comvention
Pianning to conduct At Comvention o
(esearch N 2ed . .. .. Atier Convention
Before Convention
involved in Chmical of At Convention o
applied work in aiea . . i , Aftec Convention
Belore Convention
Teaching coirse in e At Convention
— AL . , After Convention —
Before Convention ..
Diiecting o Supetvising , i At Comvention
— leSCEChinaea .. . — After Convention
Before Convention
Prepating a manusseipt . I — : . At Covertion
Tor 3 journal articte. .. —n Aftec Convention ,
Before Convention.— .
Prepasing own disseitation — . - At Convention
e, OEPhRSIS. L i _ After Convention
Before Convention .

Otter. (Please specily) — — At Convention
N After Convention

5. M any inteiactions wilh others ebeut er resulting frem your presentation lead to modifications of any of your work activities not
dtikctly related to the subjest natter of yeur preseiltation?

Yes No ..

I VES, brietly descrive. .. I
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6 As the rasiit of any discuasion reledive to your presentation during the comvention d1d you Secide to 300k semp Continving imloraction with any of
the porsons who contacied you, i 8. would you Tike 10 establish some continuing relation with amy of theos persens for he purpese of exchongig
scontelic informetion?

Yo No

¥ Y'S. piease desciibe the types of information that these persons might contribule thet would be heipful in your werk.

7 Plaase furnish the names and mailing addresses of up te 3 pers ins who wiole you requestng Copies of your presentalion. i more convement,
you may onclose their requests along with your questionngire.

NAME MAILING ADORESS

8 Please name your highest degree, institulion awarding it. date, and specialty ia which you received this degree.
Degioe
Soecialty (nwme discipling if ouiside of psychology.)

Institution Date —

9 Please rank all of the items befow the* are included among your professionat activities, using the numbes 1 for the most time consuming. 2 for the
next mest time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which ate not included among your activitivs.

e Mdministrative work (activities such as artanging meetings, handling personnel forms, procurement, routine teparts, etc.)
Clinical work {therapy. counseling, testing)

Consulting or applied work (industrial, human factors, elc.)

s ResERICh guUidance (of students, subordinates)

e FESONC (iU ing the teporting of resulls)

Studying for an advanced degree

Teaching

Witing and editing, apsst from reporting own research

e, Ot (Please spacify)

10. Having just attended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encouiér any scientific communication problems which you believe soms
effort shou'd be made to correct before the next APA Convention?

Yes No .

¥ YES, please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning future meetings.
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NonProceedings Author Questionnaire
Theso uastions deal with your COVetion PON ealilied”

1 We would Ivke to find out something aboul the Limetable of the various pTocesses which led 10 the wiiting of yow peper.

2. When did you start the work which led durectly to this Specific paper? (iciude prelimmery work bt do sot 1nclude related wark descobed w
other oral of weithen presentation )

Aproximately when? (Month.'yeet) _
b. Has the work baen compieted? Yes No

¢ M YES, whon dud 1t 1each Such  stage thet you Could Nave given a rather complele repart of the main contents of this pepe:. 6.3 30 inform)
prasecdation ot something Ik a deperiment colloguium?

Aporonimelely when? (Month.'yeer) .

2. Have the main comtents of the paper apwwaed in a0y olhet foiw®

Yos Mo
¥ YES.
In weitien fym? Yes No
3 book or pat of a book.
s 8 Q13300100100 O thOS1S .

T a Machnical tepant™—i €. 3 complete, scientific account of the work distribuled in 2 mmeographed of muRilithed farm.
(] “mo‘ns repost” =1 €. 3 Summary of the work's cixtent status.
olher (Pleasa specily )

Jn oral form? Yes No

3. Do you have specific plans at present for publication of the main contents of yout papet?
Yes (M Yeg. answer part 2. in this question )
No (i No, « swer part b. of this question )

a HYES: (1) In what format wili material be published?

e @ DOOK O DAL OF DOOK

e & issertation of thesis.

e & tOCHRICA] FEDOIL.

e & JOUNAL Aticle 1Please name journal , )

e Ohher (Please specify)
(2) When did you of when do you plan to stait wniting it up for publication: {Month year ).
(3) What 13 the actuat or expected date of Suomiss1on for publicatian: . (Month ‘year)

b. i you have no specific pians now. (2 you expect Some fuure publication in combination with other work?
Yes No

If YES. please describe the nature of the additional work and the form of the pubhication. Also. if you can make any estimele as to when Submis-
sion for publication might take place. please include that.

Additi. 1 material fo be in¢luded in published version

Likely medium of publication (journal, book, etc.}
Time of submission for publication (approximate)

4. 2. Plesse check any of tha following activities in which you have previously taken part in the same Subject-matter as your convention paper.

.. Conducted research in aea
Made oral presemation in area at a regional or a national coavention
e Publishid 3 joumnat article in ared

Dud thesis or dissertation in ared

Made other type of report. Please describe.

b. Please check below to indicate your current activities in the subject-matter area of your paper at APA, then, indicate and describe any modifica-

tion (such as use of new techniques) of these activities s en eutceme of any interaction with other convention etiendants.

a. Check below b. Pleass describe below any ¢. When did the interaction
yout current activities in modifications in these activities lsading to the modification
area of yous pape’. resulting from interactions. occun? Check
, Before Convention
Currently conducting - At Convention
i fOSEAICh IR ATER . . After Convention ———eeee
Before Convention
Planning to conduct At Convention
1 RLE U After Convention .
(See other side)
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4. b. (continued)
. Before Convention
Ivoived in clinical of Al Convention
ppliod work in aes . . After Convention
Before Convention
Tesching Couse in At Convention
oo MO e After Convention
Oefare Convention
Directing or supervising At Comventi10on
e, (ROOOICH IR DIOD . . After Convertion
Before Comvention
Prapating a manusctipl At Comvertior
- for a journat articie. . . After Convention
Befoare Convention
Pmu'nf onn dissariation — At Convention
ofthesis. .. ....... Ao Convention
Before Convention
Other. (Ploass specify) A Comvention o .
e Aot Convention

5. Did any interactions with others abeut er resulting frem yeur popw lead to modifications of any of your work activities not duect!y related
to the Subject matter of your presentation?

Yes No
¥ YES, bretly describe

6. As the result of any discussion relative to your paper during the convention did you decide to seek Some continuing interaction with any of the
persons who contacted you. i.e. would you like to establish some comtinuing relation with any of these persons for the pwposs of exchanging
scientitic inform: ion?

Yes No
¥ YES, please describe the types of information that these parsons might contribute that would be helpful in your work.

7. Please furnish the names and mailing addresses of wp te 3 persens who wiole you tequesting copies of your paper. If more conveniont, you
may enclosetheir requests along with your questionnatie.

NAME MAILING ADDRESS

N Hmig just attended the APA Convention in New York Cit‘yi did you encounter any scientific communication problems which you believe some effort
should be made to cortect before the next APA Convention?
Yos No
W YES, pleasa describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning future meetings.

9, Please name your highest degres, institution awarding it, date, and specially in whish you received this degtee.
Degroe Institution Date —
Specialty (Name discipline if outside of psychology.)

10. Please tank ali of the items below that are included among your professional activities, using the number 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the
next most time consuming, etc. Write O in the blanks of those which are not included arong your activities,

Administrative work (activities such as atanging meetings, handling personne! forms, procurement, routine reports, etc.)
e o Clinical work (therapy. counseling, testing)
e ConsuRing o applied work (industrial, human factors, etc.)
. Research guidance (of students, subordinates)
— Research (including the reporting of tesults)
. Studying for an advanced degree
L‘r hma‘nd oditi tfr t h

e Writing ing, apart from reporting own fesearc

. Other (Please specify)
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Requestor Questionnaire

1 Pisase name your highest degroe. instilution awarding it, date, and specially in which you received this degres.
Dogres mstitution - . . Date
Specralty (Name discipline if outside of psychology.)

2 Please rank all of the items below that are inciuded among your professional activities, using the number 1 for (he most time consuming, 2 foi the
next most Lime consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which are not inciuded among your activities.

Admmistrative work (activilies Such as airanging meetings, handling personne! forme, procurement, routine reports, stc.)
Chnical work (therapy, counseling, lesting)
Consulting or applied work (indusirial, human factors, etc.)
Research guidance (of students. subordinates)
Research (inciuding the reporting of resuits)
Studying for an advanced degtee
Teaching
o Wniling and editing, apmt from reporting own research
Other (Please specify) —

A ————

;.hlo le)mimng questions relate to your inquiry to an author about his convention presentation or his Proceedings paper (titie and author(s) are given
ow).

3. To which of your work activities is this particular paper rejevant?

4. In your inquiry to the author did you request a copy of this particulas paper?
Yes No.
If YES. when did you make youw inquiry?

Prig: to convention
At convention
Following convention

tf YES, check befow to indicate the results of making this request:

, Have not received a copy of the aiticle o any other report of the wotk from the author.
o Havereceived a report of the research but have not had time to refer lo it.
Have both teceived and used a teport of this research.

Have you had or do you plan other interactions with the author instead of or in addition 1o requesting a report of the contents of this particular
presentation or Proceedings papet?

Yes No
if YES. check the purpose of such contacts with the author whether they have already occusred or are, at this time, only planned.
i Occurred Planned

wr

Clarification on some paint in the repoited research. ... . ... et et eit et
Request information mob in1epoit . . . . ... L e
Acquaint ham with your work inarea . . .. . .. e et eeiea i
Acquaint himwith others' WOrk IN@MeA .. .. ... oo ittt i e .
Request reports of his FUlNE WOPK . . . .. ... . c.neinnvene et iiieiriicoeiniansnnans .-
Oblain 1e2Ction L0 YOUE OWA WORK . . . - oo ivuucnercnnneroetassoncesosnocosnssasnns ..
QOther (Please describn} — . ..

6. What types of contacts have you had with the authors and the contents of his paper? (Check all that apply.)

Correspondnce priof to convention.

Atlended convention session at which paper was presented or discussed.
Questioned author from tloor of paper session.

Met with author at end of the paper session.

Met with author on another occasion al convention.

. Cotrespondence foilowing the convention.

Other contact 1Flease describe)

(See other side)
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7. Ae you. of have you previously been. active in the same aea of work described in the presentation or papet?
Yes e NO
If YES. place checks to indicate the natife of your previous and or current activity in same ea.

Previeus Activities

Previously conducted research i area
, Previously madé oral piesentation 1n area at a regional of a national comvention
Previously ~ublished a journal aiticle in area

Did thesis or dissertation 1 area

Made other type of report. Please descibe:

Current Activities —
Presently CONUCIING FESEAICH I AIBA. . . .. .« oonee oo mnain s ae s sasss st e e Y

Planning to conduct research inarea. .............. e e T R R R RERE!

Involved in chimcal or applied work In a€d ... . ... oo e e .

Teaching COUTSE INAIBA. .. . ... ooivvnvevantae s monaeen e R R R R R ER R

Divecting of supervising research n area. . ... ..

Preparing manuscript for pubhicabon. . .. ... .. e O A R Ty =

Prepaning your own dissertation of theSiS ... ... ... oo ol iia e e euaeaeeeas

Other tPlease specify) - . A

8 As a result of your contacts with this paper and ‘o its authoris)do you plan to modify either yous present of future work in the rea of the papes?
Yes No

it YES. please descnibe the nature of the more important of such modifications and the activities which will be affected. (Please use the numbers 1
through 8 in the boxes 1n the previous question to ientify the affected activity )

Actvity w. ... Nature of modification
[ARL-E XY 1213
Modification resulted from: .. Hearing discussion
Reading copy ¢ paper
Other communication with author
Actiity » __ Nature of modification
1t Yo 8 ADOVE)
Modificalion resulted from: Heaning discussion
‘ e Readng copy of paper

Other communication with author

9. Did this paper of your contacts with its auther(s) cause you to modify your work in an area lying outside the principal Subject matter of the paper?
Yes No

If YES. check the work activity 1 which the modification occurred. Brietly describe the modificationfs).
Ciirently conducting research ... ... ... ooeiians i1
Planning to conduct research. . - .. .....oooeeeo- O
{nvolved n clinical of appled work .. . ... ... o.neee [
Teaching course. . . . ... ... R I |
Directing research. ... .. S
Other (Please specify) 0

10. As the result of your contacis with the author(s) and this work did you decide to seek some continuing contact with him (them), i.e. would you fike
1o establish some type of “’cotlesgue” relation to the author(s) fot the putpose of information exchange?

Yes No
if YES, what types of information would you anti.:nate receiving through such continuing contact?

{See other side)




Attondant Questionnaire

{ i
1. Please name your highest degree, institulion awarding it, date, and specialty in which you recsived t:c'&.’ on Session

Degree . lnstitution Date

L

Specialty (Name discipline if outside of psychology.)

2. Please rank ali of the items below that are included among your professional activities, using the number 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the

next most time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which are not included among your activities,

<o . Admimstrative work (activities such as aranging mestings, handling personne! forms, procurement, routine reports, elc. )
e Climical work (therapy, counseling, testing)
.. ... Consulting or applied work (industrial, human factors, etc.)
— — . Research (including the reporting of results)
.. Research guidance (of students, Subordinates)
¢ e StUdying for an advanced mm
= .. Teaching
Writing and editing, apart from reporting own reseaich
e, Other (Please specify) ) —

The following questions relate to the paper discussion (described or. the slip attached to the top of this sheet) which you attended at the scent APA

convention. Pleass answer the following questions relative only to this paper and its discussion.

3. Have you read a wriiten version of the paper?
Yes No

It YES, please chack when.

Prior to convention session:
After convention session:

4, Place checks to describe your contacts with the author(s) of the paper.
Type of contact in sddition te sttendonce of the discussion of paper was:

Correspondence prior to convention

Question during discussion

Discussion with author on another occasion at convention
_Correspondence following the convention

Other contact (Please describe)

Purpose of contect with auther wes te:

—_— Clarify some point in the reported research
v e ReQuest information not in report
e ACQUAINE him with your work in area
Acquaint him with others’ work in area
Request a copy of the paper

Request reports of his future work

Obtain reaction to your own work

(Other (Please describe)

N

_ Are you, or have you previously been, active in the same area of work described in the paper?

Yes No

it YES, place checks to indicate the nature of your previous and/or current activity in same area.
Previous Activities

Conducted research in mea
e Mage oral presentation in atea at a regional or a nationa! convention
eemiim Published a jownal article in area
Did thesis or dissertation in area
Wads other type of repoit. Please describe:

Current Activities

Presently conduCting 1ESEMCh INATEA. .. . ... vut ettt ittt e e
Planning to Conduct reSEaICh N BMBA. . . . . ... .t vuii ittt et ettt aeaes fees
Invalved in clinical or applied WORK INBIEA . ... ... iou tineniiiiieiereieiaottossossosonsonnoinnnns .

Teaching COURSE INBIBA. . .. .. ouuens v ivrnornanenroaseeasncoannanooosass e eerieceesadee et ;

Directing or supervising researchinarea. . . ... ........ovovvennnns, e eevetee b bt e ferieeaas
Prepating manuscript for publicalion. . .. . ... .ttt et e i e
Preparing you own dissertation orthesis. . .................. e ieee e e iereeeeees brerheeeseanas

oslultojalojuln] -

(Other (Pleasc specify) ~ ~ , v e
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6. As a result of the discussion of the paper, reading a copy of the paper, of other communication from the author(s) relative to the presentation, do you
plan to modify sither your present of future work in the ares of the paper?

Yes Ro

i YES, please describe the nature of the more impostant of such modifications and the activities which will be atfected, (Pleasa use the numbers 1
theough § in the boxes in the previous question to identify the affected activity.)

Activity # Nature of madification

s
(3 T 8 Aseve}

Modification resulted from: Hearing discussion
o Reading copy of paper
o Other communication with author

Activity # Nature of modification
{1 Te 8 ARSvE)

Modification resulted from: Hewing uiccussion

o Rending copy of peper
. Other communication with authos

7. Did this paper or your contacts with its author(s) cause you to modify your work in an area lying outside the prin-ipal subject metier of the pepes?

Yes_.._ Noo__

It YES, check the work activity in which the modification occured. Briefly describe the modification(s).
Currently conducting research .. . .. feeeeeeaos veesee 3
Plaming to conduct research . ........ ...l P i |
fvolved in clinical or appliedwork . .........ccovun |
Teachin COUISR. . .\ veveenennnnronconaaoos 0O
Directing research, ... . fhecianeeans Cebereneann ]
Other (Please specify) - o0

8. As the result of your contacts with the author(s) and this work did you decide to seek some continuing contact with him (them), i.e. would you like to
establish some type of “'colleague’’ retation to the author(s) for the purpose of information exchange?

Yes No
it YES, what types of information would you anticipate receiving through such continuing contact? .

9. Having just attended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encounter any scientific communication problems which you believe some
effort should be made to corect before the next APA Convention?

Yes ; No

it YES, please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning futre mestings.

One object of the present study is to establish some comparisons between the first meetings studied by the Project (1962) and t: ‘s meeting. PIme
consider the convention as a whole in answering the final question.

10. Did you receive scientific information during the convention that will have an especially significant effect on any of your work activities?

Yes ~ No

1f YES, please answer the sections below.
a. Please check the event(s) at which you obtained such information (check as many blanks as sppropriate).

EVENTS ON CONVENTION PROGRAM

e Conributed paper session

Symposium

“Conversation Hour"’

Invited or presidential address
_ Film session

Apparatus or book exhibit

Othe' progiamed event. Please describe. — .

INFORMAL DISCUSSION AT CONVENTION
b. Please name the work activity atfected by the information

¢. Please describe the nature of the effects of this information on you: wark.

(See other side)
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Attendant uestionnalire
Paper Session

1. Please name your highest degree, institution awaiding it, date and specialty in which you received this degree.
Degree ... .. . [Institution - Date
Specialty tName discipline if outside of psychology.) ..

b

Please rank all of the items beiow that are included mong your professional activities, usine the number 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the
next most time consuming, etc. Write O in the blanks of those which are not included amon', your act.vities.

L Administiative work factivities such as ananging meetings, handling personnel fomms, procurement, routine reports, stc.)
__Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing)

T Consuhting or appired week (industisal, human factors, etc.)

o Reseaich (including the tepoiting of results)

. _Research guidance (of students, subordinates)

.. Studying for an advanced degree

e TRAChING

,,,,Jlntmg and edsting. apm fiom reporttng own reseaich

, __Other (Please specify) e

The followm;rquesums refate to the paper session (desciibed on the slip attached to the top of this sheet) which you attended 3t the mcent APA
convention. The letters fa. b. c. etc ) refer to specific presentations within the session. Please respond relative to aach presentation according to
its letter codi and answer all questions for a3 many presertations as appropiiate.

32 Which prasentations did you hear in this session?

b T S | PR S B .
3b. Have you read wiitten veisions of any of these papers?

Yes ... No_... ...

It YES. please checkhase which you iead eithex before of after the convention session.

Priof to convention session 3 b ¢ d 8 A

Alter convention session” @ b L€ .4 .8 A

4. Have you contacted of plan to contact any of the authois selative Lo their presantations?

Yes .. No_._... ..

If YES. place checks to indicate when you approached Gi plan to approach the authors of the presentations and P purpose of such contacts. »
Purpose of contact with avthor was te: sl b]cldleft
Clanty some pont in the repoited reseaich, . B B
Rmst m(oimt-en not i 1epoit .

Acgua.at hum with your work in aiea .
Acquaint | hm\ mth othe:s *Gik Wit aes .

Reoues! 2 Copv of ll’l KMI

Obtain reaction fo your own work . "
Other (Please descibe) ___ . , _ . . T
Type of contact wes: albolcldlejt
Correspondence prior 10 CONVERLON. . . ..o oovovvsreessecrnerinronier ion teies
Oueshoﬁ oestion Trom Tioof ¢ ol $e88100 . o anens ey
Discussion with author at end ) sess' e
Discussion with author on another occasion at tonventum
Corespondence following the convention. . ............
Uthet contact (Please descrbe)

5. Are you, of have you ever been, active in the same area of wivk described in the presentation?
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Yes... No
If YES. place checks to indicate the nature of your previous and/of cusrent activity in same aea.

Peaviews Activities B e 1. pleldfef

Puevnously conduicted iman;h in au‘. chdseserrabsrsEbeae ;
Previ \nonsly ly made ofal msenxahon n aoa n [ regloml or a mtlonal convenu

Dod lhes«s m d«sumum m FTT) . h
Mede other type of repost. {Please descnbe)

Current activities - o ) b ¢l d 1 i
v , ] [ ] 17 k3 E ) 3]
Presently conducting reseschinared . ... . ... ... . .......cieeceiieieniss
w m nL x " e L 4] L} 43
Mﬂfg‘“ - : - Y A S 1 Mt 2N | | S | R
lavolved in clinical orappled work inares . . ... . . o .o...e. oo iaeuaaay
L s L ! tLs
WM L L LI TSI IR SR 38 BN TR W25 08 A0 2K JL % 30 30 38 S 3. W BRI N3 i
L J L2 ] L]
Ditecting or SR OO W BIOR . . . . ... iiiasscisiiiicisage
] . L J AL £ L
Prepating marciigt forpublication . . . .. s e e i
- . - k4 19 3 t 3] 47
Prepating yous s gisygriplion orthesis. . . .. ..ot iai s st
) L LI} 24 49 48
QOther (Please soecify) s s
(See other side)
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6. As a restilt of hearin; the presentation, reading a copy of any of the pressntations, of other communication with the authors relative to their preserta-
tion, do you plan to modify either your present of future work in the same aree as these papers?

Yes No

{f YES, please describe the nature of the more important of such moditications and the activities which will be atfected. (Please use the numbers 1
thrcugh 48 in the boxes in the previous question to identify the atfected activity and the presentation.)

Activity ¥ Natuse of modification _ ) .

(1 vo 48 ARQ¥R)

. Hearing piesentation

Modification resuited from:

______Reading copy of presantation or Procesdings papes
_ Other communication with author
Aetivtyr  _ Nature of modification .

1 kO 48 ABOYRY

Modification resulted fiom: ____ Hearing presentation
T _Rexding copy of presentation or Proceedings paper
T Other communication With author

Actwity ¥ Natwe of modification ___
Ky T 48 ABGYED
Modiication resuited fiom: _______ Heaung presentation
o Reading cbpy of presentation or Procesdings pape:-
T Other commonication with author
1. mdt m\; of thiése papers of your contacts with their authors cause you to modify your work in an ase8 lying outside the principal subject metter of the

particular papesy’
Yes No i
I YES, check the work activily i which the modification occuired. Briefly describe the modification(s) and indicate the paper by its ietter,
Currently CONGUCING TESEAEN . . oo .o oovccvrseoccns L]
Planning to conduct research. .. ... D
Involved in chnical of apphied woik . s
TOARMECOUIBE. ... ov v vnncevnn canmnn b
Dieching reSeanch. . .. . . ouvuiue sonssesaesaaese b N
Other (Please spetrfydy . .. .. . - _

As the resull of your contacts with these authors and this work did you decide to seek some continumng contact with any of them, i.e. would you like
to establish some type of "colleague™ relation to one or more of the authors for the purpose of information exchange?

Yes . No . .
Which paper digd he author?
a v e e

if YES, what types of inf.rmation would you anticipate receiving thiough such confinuing contact?

B Having qust altended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encounter ary scientific communication problems which you believe Some
eifort should be made to cortect before the next APA Convention?
Yes N
if YES. please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be heipful in planning fulure meetings.

One object of the present study 1S to establish some compasisons between the fust meetings studied by the Project (1962) and this meeting.
Piease consider the corvention as a whole in answening the final question.

9. 0id you receive stienhific information during the convention that will have an especiaily significant effect on any of your work activities?
Yes . No
if YES, please answer the sechions below.
a Please check the eventis) at which you oblained sich :nformaiion (Check as many blanks as appropriate.)
EVENTS ON CONVENTION PROGRAM

____.__gmihutod PapH SasSion

p— {1 ]

——— ‘yConvqmion how "

. Inviled or presidential address
U X T3]

. Apperatus of book exhibit

Other programed event. Please describe.

o INFORMAL DISCUSSION AT CONVENTION
b. Please name the work activity atfected by the information.
¢. Please describe the nature of the effects of this informalion on your work.

(See other side)
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APPENDIX 8

DATA FROM THE STUDY OF . THE 1967 APA CONVENTION PROCEEDINGS

In 1967, a partial replication of the 1966 APA convention study was carried out. The new
study dealt only with those events that were based directly upon the published Proceedings.
The new findings were of intereat in several respects; to take the most important example,
tewer 1967 than 1966 Proceedings Authors planned further written disseminations of thelr work
following publication in the Proceedings. The new results were generally rather close replica-
tion of the earlier findings aad an additional report did not seem warranted, The tables which
follow present the data obtained in the replication, The 1967 data have been placed in Tables I,
I, uI, 1v, vi, vii, Vi, IX, X, XIi, and XIil, numbered according t the equivalent table in the
body of the rerort. They are presented in numerical order on the pages that follow,

The distribution of copies of the Proceedings was better in 1967 than in 1966, especially
prior to tke conve.tion, Sales were as follows:

3553 Prior to convention
(Not all Jdelivered in
advance of th~ time
of the convention)
180 At convention
1377 Following conventiorﬁl
(Through Spring, 1968)
5110

The extent and timing of this distribution still falls short of that achieve: in the original 1965
trial (See APA-PSIEP Report #16).
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TABLE |
SAMPLES USED AND RESPONSE TO SURVEYS OF AUTHORS, ATTENDANTS, AND REQUESTORS
1967 Procesdings
Questionnaires Unusable Unable to Quuttjiwo:c:iros Response to
Survey Mailed Quastionnaires Locate Returned Surveys
%sﬂmmin )
(before conventior) 189 2 1 153 81%
2rd questionnaire
(after convention) 189 } 1 150 79%
Requestor form 189 3 - 134 7%
Requestors 345 7 6 7 7%
Attendants 501 29 21 344 69%
Regulor 418 24 12 9 70%
Discussion & 5 9 53 64%
immediate Reader 541 52 -- 206 38%
American 507 50 - 134] 38%
Canadian 34 2 - 15 44%
TABLE i
HIGHEST ACADEMIC DEGREES OF RESPOI‘JDENTS
1967 Proceedings
Attendants
- v | e | e tew
Doctoral 72% 67% 68% | 62%
Nondoctoral 17 27 32 37
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TABLE I

RESPONDENTS HIGHEST DEGREE SPECIALTIES

1967 Proceedings
Attendonts
Activity =i s N
In Psychology:

Applied Psychology 1% - 1%
Clinical 19 66% 8
Counseling and Guidance 3 6 4
Developmental 9 .-

Educational 3 - 4
Experimental and Physiological 24 4 34
Industrial 3 - 3
Personality 9 - 2
Social and Psycholinguistics 5 2 2
Statistics and Psychometrics 1 -~ <i
Vocational and Correctional 4 2 |

Outside Psychology:

Education 2 - 4
Neurology - -- 1
Political Science -- 2 1
Psychiatry <l - -
Social Work 1 2 1
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PERCENT,:3E OF RESPONDENTS RANKING ACTIVITIES FIRST OR

TABLE IV

SECONDIIN TERMS OF TIME CONSUMPTION

1967 Proceedings
Attendants
Activity A&*;OS'; bqht;;%“ Dis::sss;on l}:&;l;;r
Administrative work 15% | 14% 19% 17%
Clinical work 15 19 59 13
Consulting or applied work 4 8 4 8
Research 69 64 43 66
Ressarch guidance 20 21 n 25
Studying for sdvanced degree 13 20 17 20
Teaching 35 38 30 36
Writing and editing 3 5 2 5
Other 1 2 ) 2
TABLE VI
DISSEMINATION OF MAIN CONTENTS OF
CONVENTION PRESENTATIONS PRIOR
TO CONVENTION
1967 Proceedings
T Authors
Form Ne] 53
Written

Book or part of book 1%

Dissertation or thesis 15

Technical report n

Progress report 5

Other** 5

One or morc written forms 35

Oral |
One or more om”l forms 15
Either Oral or Written 4]

**Most frequently, these were journal articles,
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TABLE Vil

SPECIFIC PLANS FOR WRITTEN DISSEMINATION
AFTER CONVENTION

1967 Proceedings

Percentage of Authors
Reporting Planned Written Forms

Form N=153
Book or part of a book | 3%
Dissertation or thesis 4
Techni-al report 5
Journal article 52
Other ]
One or more written forms 58
TABLE VIlI :

TYPES AND PURPOSES OF REQUESTORS' INTERACTIONS WITH AUTHORS IN
ADDITION TO REQUESTING A COPY OF THE PAPER

1967 Proceedings
Requestors
Interactions with Authors Occurred 273 Planned :

Purpose of Contact:

Clarification of some point in reported work 4% 2%

Request information not in report 5 6

Acquaint him with own work 5 5

Acquaint him with other's work 1 i

Request raports of his future work 7 12

Obtain reaction to own work 1 é

Other contact | 3 2
Type of Contact:

Correspondence prior to convention | 14%

Attended convention session at which paper was presented or discussed 12

Questioned author from floor of paper nuién 1

Met with author at end of paper session 6

Met witl; author on another occasion at convention 5

Comspondonco following convention 37

Other contact 9
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TABLE iX
ATTENDANTS® READING OF CONVENTION PRESENTATION
1967 Proceedings
Percentoge of Attendants
Wﬂﬂ at Least One Presentation
Time of Reading Di:ﬁgm R.Ng-u2l9°{
trior to convention 28% 26%
After convention 34 . 21
Total persons reading either before or after 62 39
TABLE X
ATTENDANTS' CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS GOING BEYOND ATTENDANCE OF SESSION
1967 Proceedings
Percentage of Attendants X
‘ apers Attended
Interactions with Authors ; Di;c;g;on g-w2|91r
Purpose of Contact o
Clarify some point in the reported research 51% 5%
Request information not in report - 15 5
Acquaint him with your work in area 17 3
Acquaint him with work of others in area 8 ‘ 1
Request a copy of paper 23 13
U Request reports of future work 1 5
Obtain reaction to your own work 13 2
Other 17 2
Type of Contact
Correspondence prior to convention 6 2
Question from floor of session 70 h 3
Discussion with author at end of session - 5
Discussion with author on another occasion at convention 1
Correspondence following the convention 6 9
Other 11
Persons having or planning contact with at least one
author in the session attended o 35

*Not appropriate to procedures followed in thece sessions.
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TABLE X1

|

RESPONDENTS' INVOLVEMENTIIN SAME SUBJECT-MATTER AREA AS PRESENTATIONS

1967 Proceedings
- Attendants
Nofure of Involvement in Area et S RS
Prior to Convention
Conducted research 56% 50% 36% 27%
Made an oral presentation at regional ‘
or nationul convention 30 22 n 10
Published a joumal article 34 25 13 14
Did a thesis or dissertation 19 16 6 8
iAade other type of report 4 12 13 .3
At Time of Convention ]
Conducting research 72 48 30 22
Planning to conduct research 29 35 30 15
Involved in clinical or applied work 22 19 53 6
Teachir.g a course 27 22 15 16
Directing or supervising research 34 25 1 1
Preparing a manuscript for publication 47 31 n 10
Preparing own dissertation or thesis 6 15 1 3
Other activity 4 4 4 4
TABLE Xl
MODIFICATIONS RESULTING FROM INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING
CONVENTION PRESENTATIONS
1967 Proceedings
Attendants
Authors Requestors Discussion Regulor
- N=IS3 N=273 N=53 N=291
Percentage of persons ﬁodifying in or@o
of presentation '28% 19% 33% 16%
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